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THE present edition is substantially a reprint from 
that of 1896. Misprints have been corrected; a few 
references have been altered, and some statements both 
in the text and in the notes have been modified; but 
it has seemed best not to attempt at present a more 
thorough revision of the book. It may suffice to remind 
the reader that since 1896 special progress has been 
made in the field of New Testament theology, and 
considerable light has been thrown on some important 
points, literary, exegetical, and historical, which have 
been discussed or briefly noticed in this work. One 
suggestion at least may be offered. No student of the 
doctrine of the Incarnation should fail to study, with 
all the care it deserves, Dr. Sanday’s impressive article 
“ Jusus Curist” in Dr. Hastings’ Dictionary of the Bible. 
Reb) 
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PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION 


Tuts book is primarily intended for theological students. 
The writer’s aim has been to meet a want which he 
believes to exist: the want of a compendious and plain 
introduction to the doctrine of the Incarnation, giving a 
connected outline of the theology and doctrinal history 
which may be studied separately, and more minutely, in 
larger books. The different elements which are com- 
bined in the work may be gathered from the following 
account of its general plan. 

“In the introductory part a general survey is given of 
the fact of the Incarnation: -its nature, different aspects, 
and relation to various provinces of thought and inquiry. 

Another section (Part II.) is devoted to the scriptural 
presentation of the doctrine. The writer believes that 
this division of the subject strictly belongs to the history 
of dogma. It seems indeed to be reasonable, both on 
historical and critical grounds, to assume that the New 
Testament lies behind the dogma of the Church, as its 


presupposition, and a determining factor in its develop- 


“ment, The theory that the theology of the Church is 
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merely a product of Greek metaphysics would seem to 
be largely based on the deliberate exclusion of the 
evidence of the New Testament ;! and it is accordingly 
very important to estimate fairly the strictly dogmatic 
element in Scripture, if the subsequent process of 
ecclesiastical definition is to be correctly understood. 
There is ample ground for the conclusion that a far 
more considerable element in the development of dogma 
than “Hellenism,” has been the influence of Scripture 
and the religious experience of Christians. 

The third and largest portion of the work (Parts 
III.-IX.) consists of an historical sketch covering the 
period between the Apostolic Fathers and the close of 
the sixteenth century. 

The last section (Part X.) may be best described as a 
connected series of notes on the actual “content” of the 
doctrine, comprising a brief discussion both of theological 
points and of the technical terms most frequently 
employed by ecclesiastical writers. 

In dealing with a subject which has been the theme 
of a literature so vast, the writer has been largely 
dependent on the labours of others. With a general 
acknowledgment of indebtedness he must be content; 
but in particular he feels himself under obligation to the 
well-known works of Dorner, Harnack, Weiss, Seeberg, 

1 The value of such works as Dr. Hatch’s Hibvert Lectwres, or Dr. 
Harnack’s Dogmengeschichte, is considerably impaired by this preconcep- 


tion, See a valuable chapter on ‘‘ Hellenism” in Dr, Bigg’s recent work 
on Neoplatonism (chap. viii. ). 
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‘Hagenbach, Liddon, and Bruce. He is deeply conscious 
of the many shortcomings of a book written amid 
frequent interruptions, and necessarily limited in scale. 
If to any the exact study of dogma seems in days like 
ours a profitless labour, it may be sufficient to reply in 
the words of a medieval writer: O quam frustra timemus 
circa lam materiam studiorum nostrorum moras impendere, 
quam semper oporteret, si fiert posset, proe oculis habere, et 
in ejus admirationem jugt occupatione animos suspendere.* 
The writer trusts that his work will do nothing to 
wound or hinder, but rather something to stimulate and 
encourage, the spirit of practical devotion to Him whom 


to know is life, whom to serve 1s freedom. 


1 Ric. de S. Vict. de Emman. ii. 20. 
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THE INCARNATION 


§ I. Tar Fact or tue INcARNATION 


To the question, What is Christianity ? the simple 
answer is that in its essence it is not an idea, nor a 
particular view of life, nor a speculation, but a fact, a 
unique phenomenon. Of this fact we must consider at 
the outset the nature, the method, and, in outline at. least, 
the purpose. 

1. In its nature or essence what is the Incarnation ? 
It is a movement of Divine compassion and sympathy 
towards man; the assumption of human nature by the 
eternal Son of God, in order that He might restore and 
consummate it by uniting it to His own person. It is 
an act of grace whereby God actually brings man into 
fellowship with Himself. This is the account of 8S. John - 
in his first Epistle: That which we have seen and heard 
. declare we unto you, that ye also may have fellowship with 
us: yea, and our fellowship 1s with the Father, and with 
His Son Jesus Christ+ Being then an action. which 
originates in the Divine love, we are prepared to find 
that redemption is a work beyond our power to com- 
pletely analyse or comprehend? It must ever be 


PS: S00 Ibs 
“Cp. W. H. Mill, Five sermons on the nature of Christianity, Nos, i, 
and ii. 
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borne in mind that the Incarnation is a mystery of 
godliness." 

2. The Method by which the fact has been accom- 
plished must next be considered. It has been summarily 
described by Bernard, Modus quidem Dei exinanitio 
est.” By a continuous act of self-limitation and self- 
sacrifice, the Son of God condescended to aid humanity 
from within; taking our nature in its entirety as the 
robe or vesture of His own personality, and as the 
medium of His self-revelation; passmg through the 
different phases of a human life, so as to share, not by 
Divine intuition merely, but by actual fellowship, the 
reality of our human experience; enabling our nature 
to achieve that of which in its native strength it was 
incapable; consecrating it to God in a life of obedience 
and suffering; perfecting it by submission to the law 
of mortality ; carrying it through and beyond the state 
of death into the glory of the resurrection life; exalting 
it to the throne of God, and winning for it acceptance 
by the merit of His Divine person; finally, re-creating 
it by the grace and power of His glorified manhood, and 
henceforth using it as the organ of universal sovereignty. 
We shall best begin our study of the doctrine by 
examining the authoritative statement contained in S. 
John’s prologue (S. Jo. i. 1-18). That great passage 
may be somewhat expanded, and its teaching expressed 
in six propositions :— 

i, As regards the Divine Being, S. John intimates a 
plurality of Persons in the Godhead. He states the exist- 
ence, and"summarises the work of the Word, who is the 
eternal self-expression or utterance of God; the revealer 
of His character and mind; personally distinct from God, 
yet living in eternal fellowship and communion with Him; 
in essence coequal with Him: the Word was God. 


14 Tim, iii. 16, 2 Bern. in Cant. xi. 8. 
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ii. A doctrine of creation follows. The cosmos is 
called into being by a fiat of the Divine will, but God 
acts through the agency of His Word. The Word im- 
presses on the universe its visible order and rationality, 
upholds it in existence, and is Himself its predestined 
end or climax. Two other points may be noticed. The 
act of creation seems to be a prophecy of the Incarnation 
in so far as it is a first step in Divine self-limitation—an 
act whereby God calls into existence beings other than 
Himself, sets them over against Himself, and enters into 
relationship with them. Thus a self-imparting move- 
ment of love is seen to be the first cause of the creation. 
Further, 8. John is careful to teach the doctrine of 
Divine immanence. God indwells His own world 
“absolutely separate from the creature, yet in every part 
of the creation at every moment; above all things, yet 
under all things.”1 He is the sustaining cause, the 
persistent energy, of all that exists. 

iii. Humanity is next introduced,—the rational, self- 
conscious life in which created being culminates. The 
Logos has ever been the light of men. He lighteth every 
_ man, coming into the world; being present in the dictates 
of conscience, in the faculties of invention or discovery, 
in the organisation and development of social life, in the 
energies of thought; imparting at once to objects their 
truth, and to man his faculty to know. As all objects 
of human thought —all laws scientific, moral, social, 
artistic—are ideas of the Logos, so all right exercise of 
human faculties depends upon His enabling presence. 
He is immanent in His entire creation; but His highest 
and most distinctive operation is the illumination of the 
reason and conscience of man.” 

1 Newman, Idea of a University, p. 63. 


2 Bern. in Cant. iv. 4: ‘‘Tali proinde dignatur modo illa maiestas 
- suis esse creaturis, omnibus quidem quod sunt, animantibus autem quod et 
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iv. S. John’s doctrine presupposes a fall from light. 
Under the abstract term “darkness” he includes the 
varied forms of moral evil. The fall is described by 
Athanasius as “the aversion”; by Gregory of Nyssa as 
“the withdrawal of the soul from moral good.”1 Just as 
a planet on its averted side is dark, so man, in turning 
away from the true centre of his being, became “ darkened,” 
and fell under the power of evil. Thenceforth the uni- 
verse became a scene of conflict between the darkness and 
the light, which did not forsake men, nor was itself utterly 
quenched. S. John’s Gospel describes, in its main outlines, 
the historic conflict thus indicated in the prologue. 

v. In due time occurred the self-manifestation of the 
Logos. He had ever given tokens in the works of creation 
of His indwelling power and Godhead; throughout the 
course of history He had ever visited men in providence 
and in judgment. Further, His coming had been heralded 
by prophecy. John the Baptist is mentioned as the type 
or crowning example of the whole chain of prophets which 
have been since the world began. In different ages there 
had been those whom the Divine wisdom inspired in 
varied degrees and manners; here and there speaking to 
chosen souls among the heathen, intensifying their thirst 
for light and truth, and preparing the way for a fuller self- 
manifestation. For history and prophecy alike pointed 
to a climax which was reached in the Incarnation. The 
Logos finally manifests Himself personally and specially 
to an elect people; but the manifestation has a twofold 
issue, and acts as a principle of judgment or severance. 
On the one hand, the incarnate Word meets with national 
rejection ; on the other, with individual acceptance,—the 


vivunt, porro ratione utentibus lux, recte vero utentibus virtus, vincen- 
tibus gloria,” ; 

‘Ath, c. Gent. v.: ) Tov Kpewrrdver droorpopy. Greg. Nyss. Orat. 
Catech. v. : 4 dard rob Kadod rhs Wuxhs avaxdpyots. 
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“imperturbable mercy” of God holding on its course in 
spite of human perversity. 

vi. S. John concludes by taking a final survey of the 
Incarnation. He views it generally as the communica- 
tion to mankind of a permanent re-creative force, lifting 
men individually into the life of Divine sonship; as a 
fulfilment of human destiny,—the Word crowning the 
ascent of created life by taking a material nature to be 
the organ of His self-revelation, for “ Wisdom, to the end 
‘she might save many, built her house of that nature 
which is common unto all”;* and lastly, as a supreme 
act of condescension, unveiling the Divine glory, 2.e. the 
Divine character and life, under the conditions of an 
historic human life. 


§ Il. THz PurPosE OF THE INCARNATION 


The Purpose of the Incarnation may be conveniently 
considered under four chief aspects. 

I. In the first place, it may be viewed as the climax 
of human history. So it seems to be considered by S. 
Paul when he declares that in the fulness of the time God 
sent forth His Son born of a woman.” This expression 
implies that the Incarnation was a preordained event 
which in due course consummated a divinely-guided 
education of mankind. In all spheres of human activity 
throughout the ancient world we may discern traces of a 
deliberate providential guidance: in the history of religion, 
philosophy, and civilisation, “All history previous to 
His coming was a prophecy of Jesus Christ. The whole 
course of external events, and the progress of the human 
mind, were tending towards Him; the result.of both was 
to demand without being able to produce Him.” * Christ 
was ever He that should come (6 épxopevos). This line of 


1 Hooker, Eccl. Pol. v. 52, § 3. 2 Gal. iv. 4. 
3 Luthardt, Fundamental Truths, etc., p. 324. 
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thought has been often pursued in detail, and need not 
be enlarged upon for our present purpose. There is, 
however, a passage in S. Paul’s writings which has been 
justly said to. contain a philosophy of history, and to 
which, by way of illustration, a brief allusion may be 
made. In 1 Cor. i 21-24 the apostle seems to 
summarise at once the searchings of. the Gentile world 
after God, and the prolonged discipline of the Jewish 
people. The religion and philosophy of Greece were 
efforts of the natural reason to find out God. Reason 
indeed was the candle of the Lord in man. The search 
after God should have been its highest function and 
purest joy. But reason was unfaithful, and failed miser- 
ably in its task (Rom. i 21, 22). It was therefore 
“befooled” by God. By a judicial act of Divine righteous- - 
ness, it was punished for its unfaithfulness. The search 
after God failed: the world by means of tts wisdom did 
not come to know God. From a religious point of view 
the interest of Greek thought in its later stages lies in 
its unconscious testimony to the unsatisfied needs of the 
human spirit. “The Gentiles were brought by these 
long and fruitless efforts to a consciousness of their own 
impotence, and they admitted, by erecting an altar to the 
unknown God, how unavailing had been all their endea- 
vours.”* The despair of the Gentile world is described 
by S. Paul in a single sentence: having no hope, and with- 
out God in the world.” Yet it must be remembered that 
this very despair was preparing the Greek to welcome 
Christ as the Word from God, the very truth, for which 
he had longed and waited; and the products of Greek 
thought were destined to be consecrated to the service of 
the true faith, and to clothe it in imperishable forms. 
As in Greek philosophy S. Paul discerns the search of 


1 Pressensé, Apostolic Age, p. 271; cp. Lua Mundi, p. 202 
* Eph: ii. 12, 


THE PURPOSE OF THE INCARNATION 9 


reason, so in the history of Judaism he contemplates the 
search of conscience. He teaches that the principle of law, 
as embodied and expressed in the Jewish Torah, fulfilled a 
negative function. It served as a Divine discipline, com- 
pelling the Jew, through utter self-despair, to look for a 
revelation of grace. Thus while the Greek sought after 
wisdom, the Jews asked for signs, 1.e. for a display of power, 
for a Divine triumph of righteousness both inwardly in man’s. 
heart and outwardly in the order of human society. The 
intended result of the law was to deepen the sense of moral 
impotence. As to the Greeks Christ was the wisdom of 
God, so to the Jew He proved to be the power of God. 

The general line of thought here followed by S. Paul 
might be illustrated from the history of Oriental religions. 
Their tendency, like that of Greek thought, is to cul- 
minate in a practical pessimism.t They too witness to 
inextinguishable longings and aspirations of the human 
heart, which it was intended in God’s purpose that the 
Incarnation should satisfy. 

Indeed,one important feature of Christianity is its claim 
to be the final, the absolute religion. It is final in the 
‘first place because it perfectly accomplishes the great 
end of religion: the union of God and man. In the 
Incarnation a union of the Divine and human is effected, 
than which none closer is conceivable. The writer of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews is mainly concerned to emphasise 
this point, that in Christ man really finds access to God. 
“ Perfection” (tTeAeiwots) is rendered possible, 2.¢. the 
final accomplishment of that to which the heart of man 
had hitherto aspired in vain,—the joy of unimpeded 
communion with his Creator. Again, Christianity claims 
finality as including all elements of truth which other 
religions had partially anticipated; it exhibits them in 


_ 1Cp. Pfleiderer, Gifford Lectures, vol. i. Lect. x. See also F. D, 
Maurice, The Religions of the World. 
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their due proportion and relation to other truths. The 
study of comparative religions deepens our sense of the 
fact that God in no period of the world’s history left 
Himself without witness. It is a favourite thought of the 
Alexandrine theologians, especially of Clement, that 
Gentile religion and philosophy were like the Jewish law, 
a schoolmaster leading the Gentiles to Christ, or rather 
that the Word Himself was in every age guiding men 
onwards towards the knowledge of Himself. The pearls 
of truth which we meet with in Stoicism, for example, or 
Buddhism, only illustrate the unity of all religion, the 
profound correspondence of the gospel to the spiritual 
needs of men, and the reality of that providential discip- 
line by which the heathen world was being prepared to 
welcome its rightful Lord. “The pre-Christian religions,” 
it has been beautifully said, “were the age-long prayer. 
The Incarnation was the answer.”* Finally, Christianity 
is the absolute or catholic religion in so far as it tends 
to develop and consecrate the special gifts and endow- 
ments of every race of mankind. All that each race can 
contribute is required in order perfectly to exhibit the 
Sulness of the stature of Christ. A religion which claims 
to satisfy the fundamental needs of man’s nature must 
display its power to heighten and hallow the riches 
of individual and national character. And Christian 
thinkers have loved to trace the way in which each age 
and race of men has seen a new and special significance 
for itself in the Divine example ;? how “since He came, 
the ministry of the nations has in unexpected ways 
illuminated the truth of the Incarnation.” ® Christianity, 


| 

* J. R. ingworth, Lux Mundi, p. 205. 

: Gore, Bampton Lectures, pp. 160-161 ; Church, Gifts of Civilisation. 
Westcott, Social Aspects of Christianity, p. 57. See the same writer’s 


essay on ‘Christianity the Absolute Religion” in Religious Thought tn 
the West, 
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then, is the absolute religion. It is in harmony with the 
highest ideas of God at which other religions had arrived. 
It is in this sense “a republication of natural religion ” 
that it endorses all the highest anticipations that had 
been formed of God’s personality, character, and modes of 
action. It met the realised needs of human nature: the 
longing for definite and authoritative truth, the desire for 
holiness as the one condition of fellowship with God. 
Christianity answers the questionings which other 
religions had prompted but could not satisfy. And if it 
be asked why we should assume the religion of Christ to 
be final in view of the fact that all other systems “have 
their day and cease to be,” the true answer is suggested 
by another passage of S, Paul (Gal. iv. 1-7), where the 
apostle teaches that man being a child and heir of God, 
God only waits for the fulness of time to admit him to 
his heritage. He waits, that is, till man is sufficiently 
educated to be capable of using aright the greatest of 
Divine gifts, namely, the self-disclosure of God in His Son. 
The process of education has been laborious and slow, 
because a premature revelation might have been useless 
‘or even dangerous. It is intelligible if we interpret 
God’s dealings as those of a Father. Fatherly love 
is eager to impart its richest and best treasure, so 
soon as the capacity for worthy use and enjoyment is 
developed. 

Ii. We pass to a second aspect under which the 
mystery of the Incarnation may be studied—as the 
climax of creation: the predestined goal of the whole 
process of natural development. 

According to the Christian view of it, the material 
universe was designed ultimately to reveal God, and the 
process of nature from the first tended towards some 
form of being which should adequately express the most 
distinctive elements in the Divine life: holiness, love, and 
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power. On a broad survey this process is seen to be 
marked by unity, gradation, and specialisation. 

(a) Unity. The world is an order, or cosmos, and 
according to the invariable Christian doctrine the Logos 
was from the very beginning the unifying principle in 
nature. This is nobly expressed by Athanasius:* “The 
all-powerful, all-perfect, and holy Word of the Father, 
descending upon all things and everywhere extending His 
own energy, and bringing to light all things whether 
apparent or invisible, knits them and welds them into 
His own being, leaving nothing destitute of His opera- 
tion. . . . And a certain marvellous and Divine harmony 
is thus veritably brought to pass by Him.” Nature, in 
fact, reflects one supreme intelligence ; irresistibly suggests 
the idea of a single efficient foree—one universal cause 
that lies at the basis of phenomena. 

(>) But further, nature exhibits gradation: an ascent 
of life culminating in the rational and moral nature of 
man; that is,in a being possessed of spiritual energies 
and capacities by which nature can be moulded, mani- 
pulated, and subdued. The goal of the universe thus 
appears to be the appropriation and control of matter 
by spirit, and the slow process of evolution gradually 
manifests more and more of the nature of God, for He is 
essentially spirit. With the advent of man appears a 
being in whom the progressive movement of things takes 
a new departure, and enters upon a higher plane. From 
this point “the natural process passes over into the 
historical” ;? the physical becomes the basis and sub- 


‘cont. Gentes. xlii. Cp. Tert. Apol. xvii.: ‘“[Deus] totam molem 
istam cum omni instrumento elementorum, corporum, spirituum, verbo 
quo iussit, ratione qua disposuit, virtute qua potuit, de nihilo expressit in 
ornamentum maiestatis sue: unde et Greci nomen mundo Koc oy accom- 
modaverunt.”” 

* Pfleiderer, Gigord Lectures, i. p. 155 (Lect. x. ‘‘ Revelation in the 
Natural Order’’), 
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stratum of the psychical and moral. The universe thus 
exemplifies the profound and far-reaching law pointed to 
by S. Paul in his treatment of the resurrection: jirst 
that which is natural, afterward that which is spiritual.’ 
(c) And so, thirdly, nature ever exhibits a tendency 
towards differentiation and specialisation—towards the 
production of more and more highly organised individual 
forms of being which themselves inaugurate and pro- 
pagate new species. “The line of progress is through 
individuals. All things conspire together to produce the 
highest, best, most richly endowed individual form, and 
that brings in the new species.” The analogy of nature 
thus suggests that what Christian theology claims for 
Christ is strictly in accord with the entire movement of 
the universe. Since man is the crown of creation, and 
sums up all the stages of the long ascent of evolution in 
his own organism, analogy suggests the possibility of a 
new type, a new individual “recapitulating,” as Irenzus 
expresses it, all that is behind and below him, and 
becoming the first of a new species, the fountain-head of 
anew humanity. It is intrinsically credible that in the 
risen Christ of the Christian creed we have the goal of 
the whole natural process of the universe, and that His 
spiritual body is “the result aimed at in fundamental and 
essential impulses of our nature; towards which, there- 
fore, that nature must ever point as what alone can 
satisfy its desires, fulfil its hopes, and complete its 
glory.”® In the language of 8. Paul, Zhe first man 1s 
of the earth, earthy: the second man is of heaven.* Christ 
consummates the material creation, crowns the nature 
which from the first He purposed to assume, and exalts 


11 Cor. xv. 46. 

2 Newman Smyth, Old Faiths in New Light, chap. v. 
3 Milligan, The Resurrection, Lect. iv. (p. 134). 

41 Cor. xv. 47. 
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spiritual order. “ Physical law,” says a thoughtful writer,’ 
“must be looked upon as the normal method by which the 
moral purpose of the universe is served.” But in miracle 
“God retaining unchanged His purpose of self-revelation 
adapts the physical order to it in a way which, from the 
point of view of that physical order, is strange and startling. - 
To the physical order, to the human intelligence, miracles 
are certainly supernatural; but from the point of view 
of the will of God, and of that wider conception of nature 
which covers all His self-manifestation through the world, 
they are natural enough.” Yes, natural enough, God 
being what Christian faith believes Him to be. “ For,” 
says Gregory of Nyssa, “even the good is not truly good 
if it be not conjoined with justice, wisdom, and power.” 
To deny to God the power to intervene in nature is so 
far to deny His spiritual attributes. Perfect goodness 
involves the highest intensity, the most completely 
unfettered action, of righteous will, Accordingly S. 
Paul contemplates the fact of redemption as a supreme 
intervention of power. A leading thought of the Epistle 
to the Ephesians is that of the unbounded wealth and 
resourcefulness of the Divine might* Man’s moral 
misery and helplessness evokes an unspeakably great 
assertion of God’s character; a unique crisis and up- 
heaval. This we have in miracle, which lays bare the 
arm that had hitherto worked under the veil of ordinary 
natural causation. The essential characteristic therefore 
of a miracle is that it is an event bearing the impress of 
rational and moral purpose. 

All natural laws are indeed expressions of the Divine 
intelligence,—purpose and design being impressed on the 
ordinary phenomena of nature considered as a whole. But 


1 Strong, Manual of Theology, pp. 69, 71. 
2 Orat. Cat. xx. 


* See Eph. i. 19 ff; ep. H. S. Holland, Creed and Character, p. 184, 
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in miracle human attention is arrested by the sudden 
revelation of a purpose, a will and character, analogous to, 
but transcending the will and character of man. Miracle 
thus takes its place as an element in the course of God’s 
providential government of the world. It is an occur- 
rence, however, marked not merely by the rationality 
‘which pervades all physical phenomena, but by the 
gracious character of a loving Personality, 

_ 2. Another line of thought pointing to the antecedent 
probability of the Incarnation is suggested by the general 
course of development. Scientific thought recognises the 
teleological element in the age-long process. We shrink 
from insisting with the old confidence on the law of 
uniformity, 7.2. the necessary resemblance of the future to 
the past. Present experience is no longer held to be the 
criterion of what may be expected. And this reminds 
us of Butler’s often quoted remark that men’s notion of 
what is natural will be enlarged in proportion to their 
greater knowledge of the works of God and the dispensa- 
tions of His providence. The word “supernatural ” is, in 
fact, ambiguous. There must be a conception of “ nature” 
which will embrace the immaterial elements in man’s 
constitution, and so cover the entire sphere of God’s self- 
manifestation.1 Professor Huxley candidly allows that 
“no one is entitled to say, @ priori, that any given so- 
called miraculous event is impossible... . . Nobody can 
presume to say what the order of nature must be.”? In 
fact, the widest experience can only justify a propor- 
tionate expectation that the future will resemble the 
past. All we know certainly is that each higher and 


1 “*On any logical theory of theism there can be no such distinction 
between ‘natural’ and ‘supernatural’ as is usually drawn, since on 
that theory all causation is but the action of Divine will.”—G. J. Romanes, 
Thoughts on Religion, p. 125. 

' 3 Nineteenth Century, Nov. 1887, p. 628. 
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more advanced product of evolution exhibits new laws 
and fresh capacities. And what we claim for Jesus Christ 
is that in Him a new type of being appears, to which 
new effects, physical and moral, are strictly natural. The 
Incarnation is, in fact, “the one absolutely new thing 
under the sun.”! It is the appearance of a sinless man ; 
a new phenomenon from which new supernatural effects 
may be looked for as a matter of course. Christ’s person 
is a miracle; and miracles, whether those recorded in the 
Gospels, or those moral miracles which are matters of 
daily experience within the Christian society, are just 
what we should expect from Him, being what He is. 
They are revelations of a higher life. They force upon 
us the conviction that “what we call the physical order 
must be interpreted by, and finds its final explanation in, 
that higher revelation which in a special sense we call 
the moral.” 2 

In an apologetic treatise this line of thought might be 
pursued at length, but no more is needed for our present 
purpose than the above brief restatement of what has 
been, indeed, a commonplace of recent theology. The 
effect. of these considerations is to dispose us to approach 
the historical evidence for miracles without undue bias 
or prepossession. And this is most necessary if, as has 
been said, “there can be no question that the most 
serious objections raised against the Incarnation are 

1 Damasce. ap. Petay. de Incarn. 2. v. § 20: 7d révTwy KawGy kawdrarop- 
Td povoy Kawdr Yrd Tov Hoy. Cp. Newman Smith, Old Faiths, etc., c. v. ; 
Le Conte, Zvolution, etc., chaps. vi.—viii.; Holland, Christ or Ecclesiastes, 
Serm. ii. On attempts to account for the sinless Christ as ‘‘a sociological 
variation,” see Bruce, Apologetics, p. 412. 

2A, L. Moore, Science and the Faith, p. 104f. Dorner, System of 


Christian Ethics, § 6: ‘‘A miracle, in the strict dogmatie sense, is con- 


Hisanasy by every specifically higher stage, as distinguished from the 
ower.” 


. See C. Gore, Bampton Lectures, no. 2, for an admirable summary of 
Christian teaching on this subject. 
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really of an a priort character.”! Evidence can never, 
in regard to such a subject, be demonstrative or compel 
belief. An enforced faith would not, we may reverently 
say, be worth God’s while to secure. For the appeal of 
revelation is moral, as well as historical; it is sup- 
ported by moral evidence, and lays a claim on man’s 
entire nature. And since the cogency of evidence 
obviously varies with the particular disposition, experi- 
ence, and presuppositions of the person who judges, our 
acceptance of the Christian facts will depend on the 
idea we have formed of man’s condition and needs; 
of the Divine character and methods of action; of 
the capacities and destiny of the human soul.? For 
“he who already counts it likely that God will inter- 
fere for the higher welfare of men, who believes that 
there is a nobler world-order than that in which we live 
and move, and that it would be the blessing of blessings 
for that nobler to intrude into and to make itself felt in 
the region of this lower, who has found that here in 
this world we are bound by heavy laws of nature, of sin, 
of death, which no powers that we now possess can 
‘break, yet which must be broken if we are truly to live, 
——he will not find it hard to believe the great miracle, 
the coming of the Son of God in the flesh, and His 
declaration as the Son of God with power by the 
resurrection from the dead; because all the deepest 
desires and longings of his heart have yearned after such 
a deliverer, however little he may have been able even 
to dream of so glorious a fulfilment of those longings.” ? 

III. The Incarnation may be further regarded as the 
divinely ordained means for the restoration of humanity. 


1J, R. Illingworth, Bampton Lectures, p. 192. 

2 See this point further developed, below, p. 23. 

3 Trench, The Miracles, p. 77; cp. H. S. Holland, Christ or 
Ecclesiastes, esp. pp. 48-58. 
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According to ancient theologians, Christ came to “re- 
create the universe.”! He is the jirst and the last. The 
Mediator in the work of creation is the natural Mediator 
in redemption. Ignatius speaks of Him as “the mind 
of God” (yvepn Be0d); 1.e. as the revealer of God’s 
ultimate purpose for the world, and for humanity. 

For the scriptural view of man is at once humbling and 
inspiring ; it represents him as weakened and depraved, 
but encourages him by presenting a high ideal of his 
present capacities and ultimate destiny. The work of 
Jesus Christ may be looked at from this point of view as 
a revelation of the possibilities of our nature? He repre- 
sents man as he was intended to be; He fulfils the Divine 
ideal for our race. 

How is this restoration effected ? 

1. Christ reveals man’s destiny. In Him God sees 
humanity corresponding to His eternal purpose, fulfilling 
its true law; living in unbroken fellowship with Himself 
amid all the vicissitudes of creaturely life. He sees 
human nature faithful unto death, and perfected through 
suffering. So the apostolic writer to the Hebrews finds 
the explanation of man’s present depression and failure, 
in the triumph which Christ has already achieved. As 
for man, in spite of the promised subjection of all things 
to him, we see not yet all things, subjected to Him. But we 
behold Him who hath been made a little lower than the 
angels, even Jesus, because of the suffering of death crowned 
with glory and honour’ 

2. Christ pays man’s debt. He takes humanity as it 
is, with all its obligations, its. accumulated heritage of 


1 Ath. de Incarn. vii. dvaxrioat rd 8a. 

* Tren, ili. 18. 7; Christ's function as Mediator is O6@ Tapacrijoar 7dv 
dy Opwrror. 

3 Heb. ii. 8, 9 ; cp. Westcott’s Christus Consummator, chap, ii. 

4 Ath. de Incarn. ix. ; Aug. de Trin, xiii, 18, 
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infirmity and pain; humanity as the Fall had left it, sin 
only excepted; and by an act of perfect obedience, to 
which His Divine person gave infinite merit, He dis- 
charged the debt of self-devotion which man owed to His 
Creator, and in so doing fulfilled man’s most deeply seated 
aspirations. The doctrine of the Incarnation is the neces- 
sary foundation of any true conception of the Atonement, 

3. Jesus Christ introduces into the heart of humanity 
a new regenerative force—the energy of His own 
spiritualised human nature, in order that the righteousness 
of the law might be fulfilled in us* In a noble passage, 
Chrysostom describes the miserable condition of stricken 
humanity as it lay, fevered with sin and polluted with 
defilement, appealing to the compassion of the good 
physician. “But what doeth He? Like an excellent 
physician He provideth remedies of great worth, and first 
tasteth them Himself. For He first followed after 
virtue, and so imparted it to us.”2 It is the infusion of 
anew spiritual force that is the means of restoration,—the 
Divine life engrafted upon the stock of human nature. 

4. Finally, Christ makes a moral appeal to man’s 
heart. “Nothing was so needful to raise our hope as 
the display of the Divine love towards us.”? The 
Incarnation, as the assurance of Divine compassion, 
touches the conscience and the will through the heart. 
Christ speaks as a fellow-man, a fellow-sufferer, and in 
His acceptance of the extremities of our human lot 
makes known God’s purpose towards us. As many as 
recewed Him, says S. John, to them gave He power to 
become sons of God; and the hope of filial fellowship 


1 Rom. viii. 4. 2 Hom. in Ep. ad Phil. 289 BE. 
3 Aug. de Trin. xiii. 13; cp. de Trin. viii. 7: ‘Hoc enim nobis 
prodest credere . .., humilitatem qua natus est Deus ex femina. . . 


-summum esse medicamentum quo superbie nostre sanaretur tumor, et 
altum sacramentum quo peccati vinculum solveretur.” 
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with God rests on that which we behold actually realised 
in the life of Jesus Christ. Thus, as Gregory says, the 
Incarnation had a twofold end: adjutorium et magis- 
terium, exemplum et auwilium. “To this end He appeared 
in flesh, that He might arouse humanity by His ad- 
monitions, stimulate it by providing an example, redeem 
it by dying, restore it by rising again.” * Similarly 
Bernard explains 1 Cor. i. 30, “ Christ was made unto us 
wisdom in His preaching, righteousness in His revelation 
of Divine forgiveness, sanctification in the example of His 
holy life, redemption in His passion whereby He paid 
the price of man’s salvation.” * 

IV. The Incarnation is in a supreme sense the 
revelation of God. After long and gradual self-dis- 
closure in Nature, God spake unto us in a Son? Revela- 
tion has been a continuous process, of which the 
Incarnation is the culminating moment. It is needless 
at this point to argue with those who answer in the 
negative the question whether man can know God? 
That something is revealed in Nature concerning its 
Author few will deny; and we have already noticed that 
unless we content ourselves with a very narrow, arbitrary, 
and restricted idea of what Nature means, we must 
include in the term the highest thing within the range 
of our observation: the personality, will, and character 
of man. If, in fact, the laws of human character are 
not arbitrarily excluded from the sphere of Nature, it 
becomes “strictly scientific to derive notions of God 
from that human personality, which is the highest object 
within present experience ;”* and since a wider view of 


1 Petay. de Incarn. ii. 6, § 1, quoting Greg. Mag. xxi Moral. ec. 5. 

2 in Cant. Serm. xxii. §§ 6, 7. S$) Heb. ieecs 

4 Illingworth, Univ. and Cathedral Sermons, p. 9. This thesis is 
worked out at length in the same writer’s Bampton Lectures, ‘ Personality, 
Human and Divine.” 
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Nature compels us to conceive of God as personal, we 
can scarcely find difficulty in the alleged fact that He 
has revealed Himself, a capacity for self-communication 
being of the essence of personality. “Agnosticism,” it has 
been justly said, “assumes a double incompetence—the 
incompetence not only of man to know God, but of God 
to make Himself known. But the denial of com- 
petence is the negation of Deity. For the God who 
could not speak would not be rational, and the God who 
would not speak would not be moral; and so, if Deity 
be at once intelligent and moral, there must be some 
kind or form of revelation.”* 

Here we touch again upon a point already noticed, 
namely, the fact that our attitude towards what claims to 
be a Divine revelation will depend on the presuppositions 
with which it is approached. In part, at least, the 
preconceived idea of God with which we examine the 
evidences of revelation is derived from what we know 
of human personality. The phenomena of personality 
suggest the probability that God will speak to man, and 
will educate his capacities for apprehending the revela- 
tion when it comes. For men are spiritual beings, and 
a revelation which is addressed to such “ does not con- 
strain us mechanically to receive the truth, but enables 
us to know it; does not merely tell us what God would 
have us believe, but raises us into conscious intelligent 
sympathy with His mind and will”? And the history 
of revelation exhibits exactly this phenomenon. Parallel 
with the outward self-manifestation of God in history 
is an inward action on man’s spiritual faculties. Revela- 
tion and inspiration, history and prophecy, seem to be 
complementary facts of experience. The Divine reason 
imparts to the objects known their truth, and to the 


1 Fairbairn, Christ in Mod. Theol. p. 387. 
2 Caird, Philosophy of Religion, chap. 3. 
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knowing subject his power.! The ground of reality and 
the basis of knowledge alike are to be found in God. 

Two points demand attention in this eonnection—(1) 
the substance of the revelation of God implied in the 
Incarnation ; (2) the nature of its appeal. 

1. The Incarnation supplements the testimony of 
organic nature, and of human conscience and character. 
In Nature God reveals Himself in His power and 
Godhead; He displays His omnipotence and wisdom; in 
a word, He manifests Himself as a Being possessed of 
will and intelligence. If it be true that our notion of 
causality is derived from observation of our own will, we 
are forced to ascribe to the first. cause what. we find to 
be the central force within ourselves And further, 
Nature reveals intelligence. In its modern form the 
argument from Design comes to this, that natural 
selection is not an arbitrary or haphazard force, but, as is 
clear from the immense range, and graduated scale 
of its operations, it is evidently under the control of a 
designing mind, having a definite purpose, of which in 
fact our knowledge is only partial and fragmentary.® 
Finally, when we consider the appeal that Nature makes 
to the sense of beauty,—the direct action, as it would 
seem, of spirit upon spirit, we gain an enlarged sense of 
the constaney and directness with which Nature witnesses 
to the being and character of its author. And beyond 


1 Cp. Plato, Repub. vi. 508 E. 

* Mill, Three Essays on Religion, p. 146, thus describes the argument : 
“Tn voluntary action alone we see a commencement—an origination of 
motion; since all other causes appear incapable of this origination, 
experience is in favour of the conclusion that all the motion in existence 
owed its beginning to this one cause—voluntary agency, if not that of 
man, then of a more powerful being,” 

* Cp. Bruce, Apologetics, p. 152, ff. ; Illingworth, Bampton Lectures, 
No. iv. The modern form of the argument from design is admirably 
stated by G. J, Romanes, Thoughts on Religion, p. 67, 
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the witness of organic nature -is that of conscience and, 
history. “The world,” says Dr. Martineau, “reports 
the power, reflects the beauty, spreads abroad the 
majesty of the supreme cause; but we cannot speak of 
higher attributes, and apprehend the positive grounds 
of trust and love, without entering the precincts of 
humanity.”! In history God reveals Himself as some- 
thing more concrete than “a tendency, not ourselves, 
making for righteousness.” In judgments and catas- 
trophes a character displays itself, which the presages of 
- conscience invest with clearer outlines. Conscience at 
least reveals God as personal. “If the sense of authority 
means anything, it means the discernment of something 
higher than we; but what am I?—a person—higher 
than whom no ‘thing’ assuredly, no mere phenomenon, 
can be, but only another person, greater and higher and 
of deeper insight.”* Conscience reveals God as a 
righteous person standing in direct relation to the moral 
beings whom He has called into existence. 

But it may be asked, Can we go no further than this ? 
is it true that Nature and Conscience reveal nothing in 
‘the Divine Personality beyond infinite power, calm 
and inflexible constancy of purpose, righteous will ? 
Butler appears to answer this question tentatively when 
he points to traces even in Nature of a dispensation of 
compassion or mercy.? More recently indications have 
been noted that a principle of self-sacrifice has acted as at 
least a partial factor in development, and that the pre- 
valence of pain in Nature has been overstated ;* that, in 
short, Nature reveals a being who is guided by a purpose 


1 Seat of Authority in Religion, bk. i. chap. i. p. 36, 

2 Martineau, Types of Ethical Theory, vol, ii. p. 104; cp. The Seat of 
Authority in Religion, pp. 70, 71. 

3 Analogy, pt. ii. chap. v. 

4 See Wallace, Darwinism, chap, il,; Drummond, Ascent of Man, 
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knowing subject his power. The ground of reality and 
the basis of knowledge alike are to be found in God. 

Two points demand attention in this connection—(1) 
the substance of the revelation of God implied in the 
Incarnation; (2) the nature of its appeal. 

1. The Incarnation supplements the testimony of 
organic nature, and of human conscience and character. 
In Nature God reveals Himself in His power and 
Godhead; He displays His omnipotence and wisdom ; in 
a word, He manifests Himself as a Being possessed of 
will and intelligence. If it be true that our notion of 
causality is derived from observation of our own will, we 
are forced to ascribe to the first. cause what we find to 
be the central force within ourselves? And further, 
Nature reveals intelligence. In its modern form the 
argument from Design comes to this, that natural 
selection is not an arbitrary or haphazard force, but, as is 
clear from the immense range, and graduated scale 
of its operations, it is evidently under the control of a 
designing mind, having a definite purpose, of which in 
fact. our knowledge is only partial and fragmentary.’ 
Finally, when we consider the appeal that Nature makes 
to the sense of beauty,—the direct action, as it would 
seem, of spirit upon spirit, we gain an enlarged sense of 
the constancy and directness with which Nature witnesses 
to the being and character of its author. And beyond 


1 Op. Plato, Repub. vi. 508 EB. 

2 Mill, Three Essays on Religion, p. 146, thus describes the argument : 
“In voluntary action alone we see a commencement—an origination of 
motion; since all other causes appear incapable of this origination, 
experience is in favour of the conclusion that all the motion in existence 
owed its beginning to this one cause—voluntary agency, if not that of 
man, then of a more powerful being,” 

3 Cp. Bruce, Apologetics, p. 152, ff. ; Illingworth, Bampton Lectures, 
No. iv. The modern form of the argument from design is admirably 
stated by G. J. Romanes, Thoughts on Religion, p. 67. 
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the witness of organic nature is that of conscience and, 
history. “The world,” says Dr. Martineau, “ reports 
the power, reflects the beauty, spreads abroad the 
majesty of the supreme cause; but we cannot speak of 
higher attributes, and apprehend the positive grounds 
of trust and love, without entering the precincts of 
humanity.”! In history God reveals Himself as some- 
thing more concrete than “a tendency, not ourselves, 
making for righteousness.” In judgments and catas- 
trophes a character displays itself, which the presages of 
-eonscience invest with clearer outlines. Conscience at 
least reveals God as personal. “If the sense of authority 
means anything, it means the discernment of something 
higher than we; but what am I?—a person—higher 
than whom no ‘thing’ assuredly, no mere phenomenon, 
can be, but only another person, greater and higher and 
of deeper insight.”? Conscience reveals God as a 
righteous person standing in direct relation to the moral 
beings whom He has called into existence. 

But it may be asked, Can we go no further than this ? 
_ is it true that Nature and Conscience reveal nothing in 
the Divine Personality beyond infinite power, calm 
and inflexible constancy of purpose, righteous will ? 
Butler appears to answer this question tentatively when 
he points to traces even in Nature of a dispensation of 
compassion or mercy.? More recently indications have 
been noted that a principle of self-sacrifice has acted as at 
least a partial factor in development, and that the pre- 
valence of pain in Nature has been overstated ;* that, in 
short, Nature reveals a being who is guided by a purpose 


1 Seat of Authority in Religion, bk. i. chap. i. p. 36. 

2 Martineau, Types of Ethical Theory, vol, ii. p.104; cp. The Seat of 
Authority in Religion, pp. 70, 71. 

3 Analogy, pt. ii. chap. v. 

4 See Wallace, Darwinism, chap. il, 5 Drummond, Ascent of Man, 
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of love. Such a line of thought is welcome as rendering 
antecedently credible the new word of God which comes 
to man in Jesus Christ. 

For Jesus Christ finally reveals God’s nature and 
character. “If,” says Luthardt, perhaps somewhat un- 
guardedly, “we could penetrate all space, we should find 
but the gospel of power; if we could survey all time, we 
should see but the gospel of righteousness. We can 
know the gospel of grace only in Jesus Christ.”* In 
Him redeeming grace and love are finally revealed as 
belonging to the essence of God’s Being. “Characteristic 
of the Divine activity is the salvation of those in need,” 
says Gregory of Nyssa. “The love of man is a proper 
attribute of the Divine nature.”? Christ incarnate not 
only teaches us something of God’s nature by indicating 
that in the Divine Being relationships exist; that God 
is no mere barren unity, but that to Him belongs an 
unending, self-sufficing life of love. He also authorita- 
tively reveals the Divine character, the gracious possibil- 
ities of heavenly compassion and grace. Accordingly we 
can point “behind the physical appearances ” of Nature to 
a “moral justification.” Over against the impression pro- 
duced by the severity and relentless sternness of natural 
laws,? we are able to set the revelation of God involved 
in the life of Him who went about doing good, who pleased 
not Himself, who was made perfect through sufferings. 
His relation to pain is an historic fact; a sinless 
personality has actually suffered the worst that could 
befall the most guilty. And in the event the fact of 
suffering is explained; in the light of the resurrection 
pain is seen to be the way of man’s exaltation, and the 
means whereby he attains to the fulfilment of his true 


1 Fundamental Truths, etc., p. 333. 
2 Orat. Cat. xxxvi. and xy. 


* See a statement in G. J, Romanes, Thoughts on Religion, pp. 76, ff. 


THE PURPOSE OF THE INCARNATION — 27 


destiny." In some sense it must be true that Love is 
the key to the history of the universe, and thus 
“ Consolation springs 
From sources deeper far than deepest pain.” 

In Jesus Christ, then, Divine revelation culminates, 
for He claims that the Father is in Him. The sight of 
Him is the sight of God ;” the love He bears towards man 
is the love of God. He answers man’s cry, “Can God be 
known,” by pointing to Himself not merely as One who 
knows God, but as One in whom God Himself is unveiled, 
and in so doing He satisfies the deepest spiritual needs 
of mankind, burdened with the sense of universal suffer- 
ing and sin. For as has been finely said, “What is 
needed is such a living faith in God’s relation to man 
as shall leave no place for that helpless resentment against 
the appointed order so apt to rise within us at the sight 
of undeserved pain. And this faith is possessed by those 
who vividly realise the Christian form of theism. For they 
worship One who is no remote contriver of a universe to 
whose ills He is indifferent. If they suffer, did He not on 
_ their account suffer also? If suffering falls not always on 
the most guilty, was He not innocent? Shall they cry aloud 
that the world is ill-designed for their convenience when 
He for their sakes subjected Himself to its conditions ?” * 

2. It remains to consider the nature of the appeal 
made by revelation. It is the constant teaching of Scrip- 
ture that for the knowledge of God a certain moral 
quality or affinity is necessary. He that loveth not 
knoweth not God; for God is loves In other words, revela- 
tion is supported by moral, not demonstrative evidence, 
and responds to wants, capacities, and instincts which 


1Cp. Heb. ii. 5-10. aS) 0, X1V. 9. 

3A, J. Balfour, The Foundations of Belief, p. 354. 

41. Jo. iv. 8; cp. the maxim, ‘Scientia Dei sapientia potius quam 
scientia”’ (Alex. Alens.). 
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must be properly developed before the evidence can be 
fairly estimated. Revelation does not and cannot appeal 
to reason only. It makes an imperious claim on man’s 
entire nature; it brings direct motives to bear on will. 
Thus without. the sense of dependence on a creator, 
without the presages of conscience, the hope of immor- 
tality, the sense of sin, and the desire to be free from it— 
in a word, in the absence of certain great primary needs 
of the soul—the Incarnation cannot but be antecedently 
incredible. Our ground of belief is an antecedent sense 
of probability responding to, or uniting with, external 
evidence. It is therefore strictly relevant to the question 
of evidences in such a subject-matter to ask whether the 
facts testified correspond to our nature, supply its spiritual 
wants, explain its present condition, and satisfy its 
upward aspirations. Much has been said and written as 
to this question of the logical cogency of faith The 
conclusion of the matter is perhaps summarily expressed 
in a sentence of Dr. Newman’s: “As a general rule, 
religious minds embrace the gospel mainly on the great 
antecedent probability of a revelation and the suitableness 
of the gospel to their needs.”? Or in the words of a 
more recent writer: “It is undoubtedly the case that just 
as the truths of religion account for and appeal to his 
[man’s] whole being, so the evidence for them appeals to 
his whole being also. For its complete appreciation there 
are requirements other than intellectual. There must 
be not only certain endowments of mind, but the life of 
a spiritual being. There must be moral affections, moral 
perceptions, spiritual affinities and satisfactions.”® In a 


* See especially Newman, Gram. of Assent, and Univ. Sermons, X., xi., 
xii. ; Mozley, Lectures and other Theological Papers, No. 1; Gare 
Bampton Lectures, p. 58. 

2 Univ. Serm., p. 197. 

Aliee(OG Moberly in Lux Mundi, pp. 229, 230. 


EVIDENCE FOR THE INCARNATION 29 


word, pectus facit theologyum. A certain preparedness of 
heart, a certain submissiveness of will, is needful for the 
estimation of evidence in matters of religious truth. 
Divine truth is not dead, or abstract, or inert—making no 
claim on the will and shedding no warmth on the heart 
Truth finds man, rather than man truth; and its appeal is 
before all else to his will, to his faculty of self-surrender. 

It is from this point of view that we approach the 
historic evidence of the Incarnation. The testimony is 
not of such a character as will compel belief. Revelation 
is addressed to man as rational and free; it presents 
itself authoritatively indeed, but not with an absolute or 
peremptory authority. The evidence is cogent, but not 
absolutely demonstrative, and it therefore leaves room 
for the play of character and individuality. The evidence 
of the Incarnation is weighty, but falls short of carrying 
absolute conviction unless the idea of Divine condescen- 
sion is antecedently credible. Historic testimony is of 
no avail when it is approached with a negative bias which 
prejudges the case. It has “no power to produce religious 
faith in a revelation not in itself acceptable or self- 
evidencing.”? We must approach it with a consciousness 
of needs and experiences with which the Incarnation will 
be coherent; not asking for scientific certainty, but for 
tokens corresponding to our sense of probability 


§ ILI. Evmence ror THE INCARNATION 


The Evidence for the Incarnation may be conveniently 
summarised under four main heads. 

1. The fact of apostolic belief. A careful study of the 
Gospels and Epistles will show us how the apostles came 
by their belief in Jesus Christ. It will be our duty to 


* 1 See conclusion of Mozley’s Essay on Blanco White. 
* Bruce, Apologetics, p. 494; ep. Latham, Pastor Pastorum, chap. iii. 
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investigate the account in the second part. It is enough 
to say, at this point, that the apostles were led on slowly 
and hesitatingly through intimacy with Christ to the solemn 
conviction that He was the very Son of God. The crown- 
ing fact that proved this was the Resurrection. It is 
consequently on this event that their testimony con- 
centrates itself, and all subsequent organisation of the 
Church seems to have been intended to secure a valid and 
formal witness of this one fact. 

Why is the evidence so cogent ? 

First, because of the character of the witnesses. They 
are plain, literal-minded men, who profess that they cannot 
but speak the things which they have heard and seen. 
They tell their story on the very spot where the events 
which they testified had occurred, and there they de- 
liberately remain.? Nothing can shake the strength of 
their conviction. They persist in declaring it even under 
every imaginable form of hostile pressure. As to the 
occurrence of this one fact all are unanimously agreed in 
spite of the variety of their character, their independ- 
ence of mind, and their unimaginative temperament.® 
Further, we may fairly insist on the striking change 
which as a matter of fact the resurrection produced in 
them. Our Lord’s death had scattered them. All had 
forsaken Him and fled. Their slowness of belief was proof 
against all announcements that He had risen; He Him- 
self upbraided them with their unbelief and hardness of 
heart. How is it that when once the resurrection is 
believed their whole character is changed? How come 
these timid, despairing men to be so strenuous, confident, 
and bold in telling their story and preaching the risen 
Christ ? Did ever imagination or hallucination produce 


1 Acts iv. 20. 
* See H. S. Holland, On Behalf of Belief, Serm. on The Gospel Witness. 
® Op. Latham, Pastor Pastorwm, chap. viii. 
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a change so complete and so permanent ?* At least there 
can be no question in regard to the robust solidity of the 
apostolic belief, and, indeed, the reality of the fact is 
the only key to the problem involved in the wonderful 
change that comes over the men themselves, and the 
only adequate explanation of the results which they 
achieved in the strength of their conviction. 

2. Another department of evidence is constituted by 
the rise and progress, the permanent continuance, the 
world-wide expansion, and the peculiar institutions of the 
Christian Church. The apostolic office is based on the 
fact of the resurrection, the weekly and yearly com- 
memoration of which is perpetuated in the observance 
of Sunday and Easter Day. The life of the Christian 
Church is indeed “a great fact which everyone ought to 
measure.”? For the Church claims to be the product of 
the Incarnation ; it is a living organism which cannot be 
explained apart from the living Person from whom it 
derives its life. No collection of forces within humanity 
itself can have created the Church. “To read the history 
of the Christian Church,” says a modern writer, “ without 
the belief that Christ has been in vital and organic 
relation with it, seems to me to read it under the im- 
pression that a profound illusion can for centuries exercise 
more power for good than the truth.”* Indeed, we have 
only to consider what the Church is and has been, and 
how Christ’s prophecies were fulfilled in its history, to 
estimate Gibbon’s “ five causes ” at their true value* And 


1 Milligan, The Resurrection of owr Lord, pp. 46, 47. 

2Liddon, Bampton Lectures, p. 120. So Coleridge speaks of the 
evidential value of ‘‘ the standing miracle of a Christendom commensurate 
and almost synonymous with the civilised world” (qu. by Trench, 
Miracles, p. 60). 

2 Hutton, Theological Essays (ed. 3), p. 285. Op. Illingworth in Lux 
Mundi, p. 200. 

4 Newman, Gram. of Assent (ed. 6), p. 457. 
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the assertion that the Church “created” or invented the 
representation of Christ’s person leaves the Church 
itself a phenomenon to be accounted for." We may, in 
fact, apply to the Church an observation of Dr. Martineau, 
which concerns the origin of the physical universe, “What- 
ever you would require as adequate to the last term 
must already be present in the first.”2 If the permanence ° 
and vitality of Christianity is a fact of experience, it is 
impossible to avoid the conclusion that the Church lives 
in virtue of its dependence on an ariginating cause. 
Christianity, in fact, cannot be explained apart from 
Christ. 

3. Another field of evidence lies open in the spiritual 
experience of Christians. It is an argument to which 
Cyprian appeals in his Epistle to Donatus. Dei est, 
inguam, Dei omne quod possumus® The grace of God, 
the fruits of the Incarnation, are as a matter of fact 
tested by the experience of Christians. In every age and 
every class of mankind are found those who have verified. 
Christ’s promises ; have set to their seal that God is true ; 
have tasted the joy of Divine forgiveness, the workings 
of grace, the blessedness of a Divine presence sustaining 
them. Thus the figure of Christ presented in the 
Gospels is “intimately, indissolubly linked with the whole 
vast movement whose beginning they describe.”* It 
may be justly urged that it is unscientific in any appeal 
to experience to omit the well-attested facts of man’s 
spiritual history. From §. Paul and Augustine down- 
wards, there is a long line of witnesses who are unani- 
mous in attributing miracles of spiritual power to Jesus 


Dorner, Doc. of the Person of Christ, div. i. vol. i. p. 62. 

? Seat of Authority, p. 14. 3 ad Donat. e. iv. 

“Illingworth, Bampton Lectures, p. 198. Cp. the same writer’s Univ. 
and proc Sermons, pp. 28-30; Dale, The Living Christ, etc., chaps. 
i, and ii. 
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Christ. Here then we have a class of facts for which 
only the Incarnation can adequately account. The moral 
victories of the gospel are, we find, often urged by 
Christian apologists as a ground of belief in the truth 
of the Incarnation. Cyprian, for instance, appeals to 
the facts of personal experience,— the illuminating, 
cleansing power of the Christian sacrament of baptism 
in his own case." Athanasius and Gregory of Nyssa? 
dwell on the moral miracles which Christ has achieved 
in human society, His power to subdue the hearts of 
multitudes, and_to deliver them from the fear of death 
and the taint of sin; the evanescence and decay of 
idolatry; the supernatural endurance of the martyrs; 
the disappearance of the superstitions, the pollutions, the 
cruelties of heathendom. “To those,” says Gregory, “ who 
do not wilfully resist the truth, no slight demonstration 
of the Divine Incarnation is afforded by the testimony of 
the facts themselves.” The ruins of the Jewish temple, 
the deserted and decaying shrines of heathen deities, alike 
witnessed to the Redeemer’s triumph. 

4. One more group of facts must be noticed, namely, 
those presented by the literary products of the second 
half of the first century. The Incarnation alone satis- 
factorily accounts for the portrait of Christ contained in 
S. Paul’s earliest Epistles. §. Paul, it has been said, 
“is a history in himself, man and system alike being in 
need of explanation.”* Now there are four Epistles 
universally acknowledged to be S. Paul’s, written between 
the years 57 and 59, we. within thirty years of the 
ascension. These contain—(1) a certain view of Christ’s 
person. Christ is Divine: the phrase Son of God occurs 


1 Hp. ad Donatum. 

2 Ath. de Incarn. xxix.-xxxi. and xlvi.-lv.; Greg. Nyss. Orat. Catech. 
xvili.; ep. Just. M. Apol. i. 14. 
“8 Pairbairn, Christ in Mod. Theol. p, 246, 
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fourteen times. He is called Image of God, Power and 
Wisdom of God, Messiah, Lord. He is represented as the 
revealer of God, the instrument in creation, a pre-exist- 
ent Being, yet really human, having beggared Himself for 
man’s sake, sinless and a propitiation for sin, a quickening 
spirit! (2) There also underlies these Epistles a tradition 
as to the facts of Christ’s life: His birth, His life of 
poverty, His institution of the Eucharist, His crucifixion 
and resurrection, His claim to judge the world.” 

Besides the Pauline portrait there is the picture of the 
synoptic Gospels to be accounted for. There is, it is 
true, much dispute as to the mode of their formation ; 
opinion inclines to the hypothesis of one or even two or 
more fundamental documents, one at least approximating 
to the Gospel of S. Mark, the other to that of S. 
Matthew. But it is on the whole the prevalent view 
that the three Gospels existed in their present shape 
before the year 80 a.D., and they appear to represent a 
collective tradition. Now we find that S. Paul’s account 
of the method of Christ’s manifestation, the gradual 
recognition by men of His Divine nature through 
experience of His humanity, corresponds to the process of 
belief as described in the synoptic account. Accordingly 
we are left to account for a many-sided portrait of 
Christ, which on the surface at any rate seems to 
harmonise readily with the substantial reality of the 
Christian belief as to His person. Theories which 
represent the gospel account of Christ’s person and 
claim as an afterthought, must inevitably proceed on a 
priory grounds. They do not profess to accept the 
records as they stand. The Gospels on this theory 


1 See 2 Cor. iv. 4; 1 Cor. i. 24; 2 Cor. iv. 6 ; 1 Cor. viii. 6; 1 Cor. x. 
4,5;Gal. iv. 4; Rom. viii. 3; 2 Cor. v. 21; Rom. iii. 24 f.; 1 Cor. xv. 45. 

* This is implied in Rom. ii. 16 ; 2 Cor. v. 10. Cp. Sanday, Oa. House 
Papers, No. iv. ‘‘ What the first Christians thought of Christ.” 
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represent “a Christian mythology”; they are products 
of “the retrospective anxiety of tradition to force upon 
[Christ] a theory of His person, of which first Himself 
and then His religion has been the victim.” And thus 
in point of fact we are left to choose between the 
acceptance of the Incarnation as a fact, and the sup- 
position that the Gospels represent a late and artificial 
belief or fancy which persisted in ascribing to a mere 
man claims and sayings, acts and institutions, which 
are utterly alien to his historical character and spirit. 

It will have been observed that the Incarnation has been 
dealt with in the preceding pages as a hypothesis, the actual 
truth of which is necessary to account for the results which 
have appeared to follow from it. This is the only kind 
of testimony by which such a fact could be supported. 
The question is whether an Incarnation of God is coherent 
with known historical facts, and with the general im- 
pression derived from the study of human nature and 
history. Looking thus at the Incarnation, we cannot but 
admit that “the story fits in with known facts. It is 
rooted in a great supernatural history. Its supernatural 
élements are vitally related to the actual order of the 
world, and are necessary to account for some of the 
greatest events in the subsequent history of mankind.” ? 


1 Martineau, Seat of Authority, p. 358. 
2 Dale, The Living Christ and the Four Gospels, pp. 89-90. 
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SCRIPTURAL PRESENTATION 


§ I. Witness of the Old Testament. 
1. Doctrine of Man. 
2. Doctrine of the Divine Immanence; The Theo- 
phanies. 
3. Intimation of plurality of persons in the Godhead. 
4. Doctrine of the Messiah, in the Old Testament and 
later literature. 


$I, WITNESS OF THE OLD TESTAMENT 


THE antecedent probability of such an event as the 
Incarnation is to be judged, partly at least, by its rela- 
tion to the previous anticipations of mankind.  Chris- 
tianity makes its appeal, for instance in 8. Paul’s sermon 
at Athens, to truths already impressed on mankind by 
refiection and the action of conscience; to the knowledge 
of God already attained. Natural religion ‘prepares the 
way for further self-disclosures of God, and one of its 
most important effects on the mind is the anticipation 
or desire which it produces that a revelation may be 
given! So Gregory of Nyssa insists that our true 
starting-point in estimating the probability of the Incar- 
nation is to consider the “pious conceptions of Deity” 
already current.2 Now, the Jewish race in particular 
had been the. subjects of a special religious education. 
Israel was “a sacred school of Divine knowledge for 
the whole world.” In the Old Testament we find, as 
a matter of fact, the loftiest doctrine of God’s nature 
hitherto attained by mankind, and the clearest antici- 
pations of a further self-manifestation. And it should 
be observed that the Jewish Scriptures seem to embrace 
the record of God’s preparatory dealings, not only 
with Israel, but with the Gentiles. The books of Job 
and of Ecclesiastes may be studied as representing 
in general outline the final expectations of the ancient 
heathen world. In Job we see a righteous man, not 
himself a member of the covenant people, filled with awe 
at the manifestations in Nature of Divine power and 
wisdom, and waiting in humble submission for a new 


1 Newman, Gram. of Assent, p. 423. See generally chap. x. 
2 Orat. Oat. xix.: tls ofv dv yévouro dpxy; ... Ths GAA 7) 7O Tas 
evoeBeis mept Tod Oeod brodjpes emt Kepadraluy duefehGeiv, 


- 8 Ath. de Incarn. xii. 
39 
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self-disclosure of God ; while the writer of Ecclesiastes con- 
cludes his book with the presage of a moment of Divine 
judgment which shall finally reveal the character and 
purpose of the Being whose dealings.in human life and 
history are so full of mystery and anomaly. Thus it 
becomes necessary to study the witness of the Old 
Testament. 

i. The Old Testament doctrine of Man. 

Man is made in the image of God (Gen. i 26, 
ix. 6). It is difficult to determine the precise signifi- 
cance of this expression; but at least it implies that 
both in nature and destiny man is “ theomorphic.” 

1. In nature: man is possessed of free and rational 
personality, capable of communing with God, and standing 
in a necessary relation to ethical good. As such, he is. 
the representative of creation, the high-priest of nature, 
recapitulating the material universe, and acting as God’s 
vicegerent in relation to it (Gen. i. 28); involving it 
therefore in the consequences of his fall.2 Thus it may 
be said with truth that the image of God involves “the 
whole superiority of man over the sub-human creation, 
his higher bodily and spiritual equipment, which makes 
him capable of lordship over the earth.” § 

2. In destiny: man is “theomorphic”; he was made 
in God’s image, and consequently possessed a natural 


*A summary of patristic opinions is given by Hagenbach, Hist. of 
Doctrines, § 56. According to Petavius (de Incarn. ii. 7, § 7), the expres- 
sion “image” has. two senses—(1) essential—the reasoning faculty ; (2) 
accidental—the wisdom and virtue in which consists perfection. The 
fall deprived man of the second, but not of the first. ‘‘Decus et orna- 
mentum sive perfectionem illius amisit eamque iacturam transmisit in 
posteros.” The gift of “perfection” involved sapientia, integra libertatis 
Sunctio, imperium et dominatus in avimalia cetera, immortalitas. This 
lost ‘‘image of God” Christ came to restore. Cp. Iren. y. 16. 2, 

* See Ochler, Theol. of the 0.7. § 68; Westcott, The Gospel of Creation ; 
Wace, Boyle Leciwres, Ser. ii. Leet. viii. 

® Pfleiderer, Phil. and Devel. of Religion, vol. i. p. 205; 


WITNESS OF THE OLD TESTAMENT 41 


affinity to God, a natural aptitude for union with Him. 
His very body was so framed as to be capable of repre- 
senting in a-measure the form of Deity (Ezek. i. 26). 
The Divine plan was only interrupted by the fall; sin 
has disturbed and retarded the natural development of 
man, but is foreign to the true law and essence of his 
being. Man is destined, then, for union with God, and 
is capable of progress in assimilation to Him. he like- 
ness of God is the appointed goal of his moral develop- 
ment. The Incarnation being the appointed means of 
perfecting human nature according to its Divine ideal, 
and lifting it into union with the Divine life, men may 
become in Christ partakers of the Divine nature. “He 
became human,” says Athanasius, “that we might be 
made Divine.” Christian thinkers have recognised in 
the fact that man wears the image of God, at once a 
prophecy of the Incarnation, and a pledge of man’s 
ultimate exaltation into the life of fellowship with 
God. 

ii. Doctrine of the Divine immanence. 

In the Old Testament the Divine Being is represented 
as holding converse with man, and revealing Himself in 
various ways through visions, dreams, voices, the spirit 
of prophecy, and the ministry of an angel. Such im- 
manence pointed ever to a more explicit self-manifestation. 
“From the beginning,’ says Ireneus, “the Son has been 
present with His creature, revealing to all the Father— 
even to those whom the Father wills, and when He wills, 
and as He wills.”2 Further, the doctrine of the 
Divine image implied that within the Divine Being 
existed in some sense the archetype of humanity. So 
Tertullian argues from the texts, Let us make man, and 
In the wage of God created He him, that the second 


12 Pet. i. 4. Ath. de Incarn, li. : tva hyets OcomomOaGper. 
2 Tren. iv. 6, 7; ep. the areument of Ath. de Incarn. xli., xlii, 
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mention of God points to a distinction of persons within 
the Deity. 

In this connection we should specially notice what is 
implied in the theophanies of the Old Testament, as mani- 
festations preparing men for an incarnation of Deity. 

The earliest view of the yxbp was that He was the 
second Person of the Trinity.2. The lowest view, perhaps, 
requires that we should believe there was in Him at least 
a special presence of God. Augustine insists that the 
theophanies were self-manifestations of God through a 
created being; in this finite spirit God personally 
presents Himself: Jehovah is in him. Oehler notes 
that the same expressions are used in speaking of the 
representation of God by the Malakh as in describing 
the Divine indwelling in the sanctuary; in both is the 
Divine “name” and the Divine “countenance.” If the 
Shekinah be a real presence of God, “a sinking of the 
Divine into the sphere of the creature,” so also is the 
Mal akh.* 

All these manifestations point— 

(a) To the possibility of personal converse between God 
and man. This impression is strengthened by a free use of 
anthropomorphisms in describing God’s dealings with man.5 

(6) To the possibility of God revealing Himself 
through and in a created form. God was “training His 
people .... at length to recognise and to worship 
Him when hidden under and indissolubly one with a 


created nature.”® They are, as Bull says, “a prelude of 
the Incarnation.” 


1Tert. adv. Pras. xiii. 

? See testimonies in Bull, Def. fid. Nic. lib. i. c. is 
* Liddon, Bampton Lectures, pp. 53-59. 

* Oehler, Theol. of the 0.7. §§ 59, 60. 

5 Oehler, op. cit. § 46. 

§ Cp. Novatian, de Trin, xviii. 
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(c) To a twofold relation of God to man: on the one 
hand God is hidden, on the other revealed. In His essen- 
tial nature He is invisible (Ex. xxxiii. 20). The gradual 
development of the idea of the Divine holiness implies a 
constantly increasing sense of the transcendence of God, 
—His separateness from creation. Thus later prophecy 
(Isai. xl. 25) connects the conception of moral holiness 
with that of a spiritual being who canunot.be represented 
‘in material form Yet the tendency to anthropo- 
morphic expressions in relation to the Divine Being 
seems to be heightened in the later stages of Israel’s 
history. We have to account for the strange fact that 
in those books of the Old Testament in which the 
strongest protest is made against material modes of con- 
ceiving the Divine Being, we have the most frequent use 
of anthropomorphisms.? 

iii. Intimations of a plurality of persons in God. 

1. The names Hlohim and Jehovah (Jahveh). 

The name Zlohim cannot nowadays be pressed in 
the same way as formerly. The plural is perhaps 
intensive—the general notion being “fulness of might.” * 
But in any case the form of the word combats the notion 
of a sterile monotheism by implying that all Divine 
powers and functions, which the heathen distributed 
among many deities, are concentrated in one being 
(cp. 1 Cor. viii. 5, 6). It is noteworthy that in certain 
passages, eg. Gen. i. 26, Let us make man (cp. il. 22, 
xi. 7; Isai. vi. 8), the Deity is represented as speaking 


1 Oehler, § 46. é 

2 Novatian, de Trin. vi., makes some interesting remarks on the mean- 
ing of anthropomorphic expressions in the Old Testament. 

3 See, ¢.g., Liddon, Bampton Lectures, pp. 49 ff.; Oehler, § 36. 

4 Cp. DWP in Prov, ix. 10, xxx. 3, as an equivalent of 771’. Some 
would regard the word as a remnant of primitive polytheistic ideas. See 
Robertson, Harly Religion o7 Israci, pp. 172 and 502; Robertson Smith, 
Religion of the Semites, pp. 150 f., 426. 
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on behalf of other heavenly beings who surround 
Him. 

The name Jahveh, too, as designating a spiritual being 
who is identified with other Divine powers and attributes, 
and so reveals Himself under a variety of names, shows 
that the idea of God in Jewish monotheism is not a 
bare unit. “His nature can only be apprehended as 
that which involves diversity as well as unity.” * 

2. The Old Testament doctrine, both of the Angel and 
of the Spirit, prepares the way for a doctrine of the 
Trinity. In the Spirit, as in the Angel, is a special 
presence and special action of Jehovah.’ 

3. Triplication of the Divine Name— beyond any 
point we can call accidental, eg., the priestly blessing 
(Num. vi. 23 f.). 

4, The doctrine of the Divine Wisdom. 

In the book of Proverbs (¢g., viii 22) Wisdom is 
introduced as a quasi-personal being distinct from God. 
She is personified, but never perhaps actually hyposta- 
tised. She is no mere attribute of Deity, but the creating, 
energising, all-subduing, and ordering Thought (vovs) of 
God—the Divine plan of the universe, the summary of 
the ideas embodied in creation. In the Wisdom-doctrine 
of the Old Testament we can discern progressive stages. 
Thus in Prov. viii. and Job xxviii. Wisdom is personified 
as a being distinct from God. In later books she is 
represented as at once emanating from God (Wisd. 
vii. 23-25) and immanent in nature (2b. viii. 1 f.). The 
ascription to her of personality is more clearly marked. 
Finally, in the Philonic doctrine of the Logos, which is 
the true complement of the Wisdom-doctrine, and is 
almost anticipated in such a passage as Wisd. xviii. 15, 

1 Caird, Phil. of Religion, p. 312. 
* Schultz, 0.7. Theology, vol. ii. p. 214 foll. 


* This is a controverted point, and not easy to determine. Doubtless 
the language used about Wisdom reacted on the conception. 
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we seem to stand on the very verge of the New Testa- 
ment doctrine. Indeed, these personifications of Wisdom 
‘mark the highest point to which Hebrew thought on 
the world rose.”* It is a difficult question to decide how 
far the Wisdom-doctrine in its later form betrays the 
intrusion of Hellenic thought, but it may be fairly main- 
tained that the tendency to regard Wisdom as the highest 
moral principle in the universe is characteristically 
Jewish. It culminates in the lofty Philonic conception 
of the Logos as “second God,” “servant,” “ archangel,” 
etc., of the Most High. 

Much has been written about Philo’s doctrine of the 
Divine Logos. His theology is a blending of Stoic, 
Platonistic, and Judaistic elements; and his Logos-doctrine 
is based on the transcendental conception of God which 
he inherited from his religion. In His self-existence, 
His absolute essence, God is incomprehensible; He is 
without attributes ; we know only that He is. The Logos, 
on the other hand, is the operative reason of God, the 
power through which the Deity comes into contact with 
the universe. Philo, however, appears to alternate between 
two conceptions of the Logos. On the one hand, He is 
immanent in the universe—scarcely distinguishable from 
the cosmos of which He is the inward principle; on the 
other, as the ideal of the universe, and as comprehending 
in Himself the different forces which produce it, He is 
transcendent, and has His abode within the Divine 
essence? But, speaking generally, the Logos in the 
system of Philo occupies a ministerial, mediating position, 

1 Davidson, Book of Job, Introd. p. Ixii. For a sketch of the W isdom- 
doctrine, see Farrar, Introd. to ‘Book of Wisdom” in Speaker's Com- 
mentary ; Dorner, Doc. of the Person of Christ, div. i. vol. i, pp. 16 ins 
Liddon, Bampton Lectures, pp. 60-63 ; Oehler, §§ 235-242. 

2 Op. Harnack, Dogmengeschichte, i. pp. 95-99 ; Dorner, div. i. vol. i. 
p- 27; Martineau, Seat of Authority, etc. pp. 405 ff.; Pfleiderer, Phid. 
and Devel. of Religion, vol. i. p. 123. 
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He is a creative and administrative instrument, trans- 
lating the Divine idea of which He is the expression into 
concrete facts and laws. 

It cannot be said that the Logos is anywhere regarded 
by Philo as strictly personal, but perhaps the simple 
reason is, as Dr. Martineau points out, that “the con- 
ception of personality as now held is a later acquisition 
of the Western European mind, and has no equivalent in 
the philosophy which threw itself into the old Greek 
moulds of thought.”* It may be confidently maintained, 
however, that in closely connecting the idea of creation 
with the idea of the activity of the Logos, Philo 
recognises at least a distinct function, if not a distinct 
personality, and thus a path is opened towards a 
fuller recognition of distinctions within the Divine Being. 
In view of His lofty functions, the relation of the Logos 
to God cannot be that of a mere attribute to a substance. 
Some of the terms which Philo applies to the Logos 
anticipate to a certain extent the Logos-doctrine of S. 
John. Though S. John does not seem to be dependent 
on the Philonic idea of the Logos, it was through the 
influence of Philo’s system that the thought of mediation 
between God and creation became fixed in a form from 
which it could never again be disconnected. “As the 
mediator of the creation, the Logos is also the mediator of 
all religious revelation. He is therefore called, on the one 
hand, the Servant, Ambassador, Substitute, Interpreter, 
Angel of God, and, on the other, the Representative, High- 
Priest, Intercessor, and Advocate (Paraclete) of men.” ? 
“This shadowy form of the Philonic Logos which wavers 
between conceptual abstraction and personality could 
naturally not suffice to satisfy the religious need of a real 
historical revelation of God; but its great historical 


1 Seat of Authority, ete. p. 419. 
? Pfleiderer, Phil. and Devel. of Religion, vol. ii. p: 227, 
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significance consisted in this, that it prepared the con- 
ceptual form for the theological apprehension and expres- 
sion of the new revelation in Jesus Christ.”* Beyond 
this point the influence of Philo’s system cannot be said 
to extend. There is no trace of it in the teaching of S. 
Paul, and the central thought of S. John, the identifica- 
tion of the Divine Logos with the historical Messiah, 
seems to have been remote from Philo’s mind. Further, 
in so intellectual a system as his, the function of faith 
appears relatively insignificant; while the Christian 
ideas of atonement, forgiveness, sacrifice, priesthood 
seem to have little or no meaning. Indeed, we see 
in the case of such a Platonist as Clement how 
alien are these ideas from the general tone of his 
thought.” 

iv. Doctrine of Messiah. 

The yearning for Messiah was at its root an anticipa- 
tion of the union of Divine and human attributes in a 
single personality. 


1 Pfleiderer, Phil. and Devel. of Religion, vol. i. p. 128. A typical 
passage of Philo describing the functions of the Logos is found in Quzs rer. 
div. heres, i. 42. [Franckf. 1691, p. 509 B& C.]: 

T@ 62 apxayyérw Kal mpeoBurdrw Noyw Swpéay eFalperov Gdwxev 6 Ta Sra 
yervicas warip, iva mePdpios oras 7d yevouevoy dvaxplyy Tod memownkéros, 6 0 
avros ixérns pev éoTe TOU Ovyrod Knpalvoyros del pds TO APOaprov, mpeoBeurhs 
5é Tod Hryguovos mpos TO UmHKoov. dyddderau O¢ el TH Swpég, Kal ceuvuvduevos 
airy éxdunyetrar pdokwy' “Kayo eionjKew ava mécoy kuplov Kal vpudy, 
otre dyévynros ws 6 Peds Gv, oltre yévnTos ws buels, GANG péoos TOY dKpwr, 
dpdoréepors ounpedwr, mapa ev TH ghurevoayrs pos mloTw Too ph cdpmmray 
d@avlca more kal droorhvat TO yévos dkooulay dy Kbopou éhduevov, mapa 
58 7G pivte Tpos eveAriorlay Too pymore Tov thewy Oeov meptideiy 7d idioy 
epyov. ey yap émucnpuxedoouar Ta elpnvaia yevéoer mapa Tod KaBauipeiy 
monréuous éyvwxéros elpyvoptdaxos del Geod.” I owe the reference to Dr. 
Martineau’s Seat of Authority. 

As to Philo’s later influence on Christian theology (esp. his exegetic 
methods), see Harnack, /.c.; also Pfleiderer, Phil. and Devel. of Religion. 
vol. ii. Lect. vii. 

2 Op. Bigg, Christian Platonists of Alewandria, Lect. i. pp. 25, 26. 
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Tm tracing the history of this Messianic expectation, 
we may distinguish four stages.’ 

1. In the first stage, recorded in the Pentateuch, 
prophecy is vague and indeterminate. It begins with a 
promise to the race of mankind, according to which 
“antagonism to evil is decreed to be the law of humanity” * 
(Gen. iti, 15). This is further defined in the promise 
of a seed (yn) to Abraham through whom the world is to 
be blessed—a promise which is repeated to Isaac and to 
Jacob (Gen. xii. 3, xviii. 18, xxii. 18, xxvi. 4, xxviii. 
14). It should be noticed that though the Hebrew term 
is collective in form, it suggests, both in its primary 
reference to Isaac and in its ultimate application, an 
indwidual. Gen. xlix. 10 points to the tribe of Judah, 
possibly to some individual chief, as the future holder of 
sovereignty over Abraham’s descendants. With this we 
may compare the oracle of Balaam (Num. xxiv. 17), 
which hints at the sway of an individual, proceeding 
from Israel and extending over other nations. The words 
which tradition ascribes to Moses in Deut. xviii. 15-19 
primarily refer to a prophetic order, but contribute an 
element to the Messianic idea, namely, the notion of 
a prophetic mediator through whom God will speak 
authoritatively to His people. The future ruler and 
lawgiver is to be in some sense a representative of God; 
and thus the moral and spiritual purpose of the future 
kingdom is indicated. 

2. So far prophecy has been indeterminate, but the 
Messianic hope is found to take definite shape in the 
reigns of David and Solomon. The intervening period 
had not indeed been without its effect in giving depth 
and extension to the national hope. The deliverance 


? Cp. Liddon, Bampton Lectures, no. 2. 


? Driver, Sermons on the Old Testament, p. 52. 
* Cp. Lightfoot on Gal. iii. 16, 
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from Egypt and settlement in Canaan was regarded as a 
great manifestation of Israel’s God, by which He was 
declared to be supreme and unique among gods, and 
willing to fight on behalf of the people of His choice. 
Israel becomes conscious of its vocation as God’s people. 
Thus the kingdom, when in due course it was actually 
founded, was naturally regarded in a theocratic light. 
The central idea of Messianic prediction is defined in the 
oracle of 2 Sam. vii. 5-16, which seems to have had a 
marked influence on the future direction of prophecy, and 
forms the starting-point of the Messianic teaching con- 
tained in the psalms. Three great ideas may be discerned 
in this oracle—(1) the Messiah is to be a son of David, 
we. of human descent. Henceforth the title “the Lord’s 
anointed” acquires new significance. Originally mw 
(xptotds) denoted every one, especially the high priest, 
who was anointed with the holy oil; thus it would be 
applied to any organ of revelation. But henceforth it 
becomes specially the title of the theocratic king,’ and 
is gradually limited to a descendant of the house of 
David. 

(2) By a Divine covenant of grace, David’s house and 
throne are to be everlasting. This interpretation is given 
to the oracle by the authors of Psalms lxxxix. and exxxii2 
The hope of everlasting dominion was destined to out- 
last the lowest humiliation that might overtake David's 
descendants. 

(3) The theocratic king is henceforth to stand in a 
peculiar relation to God as His son (2 Sam. vii. 14; Pss. 
u. and Ixxxix.), “Sonship,” perhaps, implies primarily a 
certain moral relationship between God and the monarch, 
filial devotion on the one side responding to loving faith- 

1 Not necessarily because every king was anointed. There is reason to 


think that only the first of each dynasty was anointed. See Oehler, § 163, 
2 Cp. the prediction of 2 Sam. xxiii. 1-7, 
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fulness on the other. The title “son,” however, now 
solemnly transferred from Israel* to its king, implies — 
that the son of David is henceforth to be regarded as the 
representative of his nation. 

This oracle is of supreme importance in determining 
the scope and future direction of prophecy. We find 
perpetual references to it in later books, and it forms 
the starting-point of what is called “ figurative prophecy,” 
ie. the ascription of ideal attributes to the reigning king. 
The king is seen “in the light of the promise made to 
David, and in that light he is transfigured,”* and 
invested with more than human attributes, whether as 
warrior (Ps. ii), or royal bridegroom (xlv.), or king 
reigning in righteousness and peace (Ixxii.). Hach 
monarch is in some degree idealised, and thereby becomes 
a partial type of Christ. The highest point attained by 
this tendency is found, perhaps, in Psalm cx., where a 
king is described who combines in his own person the 
functions of sovereignty with those of priesthood. This 
combination of the two highest dignities is ascribed to the 
monarch under sanction of a Divine oath—a noteworthy 
circumstance which seems to mark the inauguration of a 
new dispensation.® 

3. The next stage of the Messianic doctrine is repre- 
sented in the teaching of the prophets and later psalmists. 
These great men are themselves, in fact, types of the 
Messiah. Just as David, the chosen of God, in his suffer- 
ing and humiliation and final exaltation, foreshadows 
Christ, so Asaph, and every other afflicted righteous man, 
in so far as he complains of enemies, is a type of the suffer- 
ing Messiah; every teacher (¢.g., in the didactic psalms 4) 


1 Bix, iv. 22. . » Perowne, The Psalms, vol. i. p. 54. 

3 Cp. Heb. vii. 20, and Westcott, ad loc. See also A. B. Bruce in 
Expositor, 8rd ser. No. lvii. 

4 Cp. Ps. lxxviii. 2 with S. Mt. xiii. 35. 
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represents Him in His prophetic office; every kingly 
figure points forward to His royal dignity. Further, the 
whole national history is seen to have a typical signific- 
ance, and according to the tendency (always displayed by 
the Hebrew mind) to individualise national experiences, 
it is described in personal, individualistic terms—a fact 
which points to an individual as embodying and repre- 
senting the chosen people.! 

The Messianic doctrine of the prophets i is best under- 
stood if studied in close connection with the history of 
their times. It is very important to recognise the cir- 
cumstantial character of prophecy. It starts from histori- 
cal data; it depicts the future in terms of the present. 
“The prophetic oracles,” says Dr. Bruce, “ were addressed 
to the present, were rooted in the present, were expressed 
in language suited to the present, and pointed to a good 
in the near future forming a counterpart to present evil, 
or to an evil in the near future which was to be the 
penalty of present or past sin.”? For convenience’ sake, 
the prophetic period may be divided into three main 
epochs: the Assyrian (cic. 800—700 B.c.), the Chaldean 
(circ. 700—538), the post-Exilic (536-400). 

(1) The Assyrian period is most conspicuously repre- 
sented by the two prophets Hosea and Amos, whose scene 
of activity lies in the northern kingdom ; and Isaiah and 
Micah, whose ministry is confined to Judah. During 
this period we can distinguish two lines of Messianic 
prediction— 

On the one hand, the form of prophecy seems to be 


1Cp. R. H. Hutton, Essay on Hebrew Poetry. Israel as a nation 
speaks in the first person singular ; see, e.g., Ex. xv. ; Num. xx. 19, xxi. 22. 
This is very marked in the psalms, in some of which (¢.g., Ps. cxviii.) 
the personal and national elements are scarcely to be distinguished. 

2 Chief End of Revelation, p. 221. Cp. Riehm, Messianic Prophecy th 
" pp. 95 ff.; Kirkpatrick. Doc. of the Prophets, pp. 18 ff. 
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determined by the importance of the Davidie kingdom 
in relation to the Assyrian struggle! The Assyrian 
threatens the kingdom of God through its king. Con- 
sequently the idea emerges of a Davidie (ic. Messianic) 
king, through whom there is to be deliverance from the 
national foe. This hope was encouraged by the com- 
parative stability of the throne in the southern kingdom. 
Thus Amos points to the restoration of the tabernacle of 
David (ix. 11-15); and Hosea sees hope for Ephraim 
only in a return to David their king (i 11, iS). Bas 
these predictions of the king reach their highest point on 
the very eve of the struggle with Assyria—in Micah and 
Isaiah. Prophecy now becomes more explicit. The king 
is to come from David’s city, and shall stand and feed his 
flock in Jehovah's name (Mic. v. 2—4); 2e. he shall 
stand in a unique relation to God—gifted with His 
Spirit (Isai. xi.), executing His righteous will, guided by 
His wisdom, even revealing His Divine attributes (Isai. 
ix. 6). The king’s chosen city, Jerusalem, is to be the 
metropolis of nations; peace will be restored by his 
means to the divided kingdom ;? his throne will be ever- 
lasting and his people holy (Isai. iv. 3). The Davidic 
monarch may be said, in fact, to be the central figure of 
prophecy during this critical period. 

But side by side with these kingly visions we find the 
thought of a self-manifestation of Jehovah, who will 
descend to set up His throne in Zion, as the present 
sovereign, judge, and redeemer of His people. This 
thought passes over into the conception of a day of the 
Lord, which is to be the starting-point of a Messianic 
age, and accordingly is to be a moment both of judgment 
and deliverance. To the prophets it was quite evident 


‘ Cp. Wellhausen, Sketch of the History of Israel and Judah, chap. vi. 
Zech. ix. 9, 10—a passage which is thought to be written by a late 
contemporary of Hosea (Riehm, p. 122; but see Kirkpatrick, pp. 441 ff). 
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that the Divine purpose could be accomplished only 
through the overthrow of the existing theocracy, and the 
salvation of a mere remnant (Isai. vi. 13; Amos ix. 8; 
Mic. ii. 12, ete.). The corruptions of the time made it 
inconceivable that there should be deliverance except by 
the way of judgment.t 

A limitation, however, is to be noticed in the develop- 
ment of these two lines of thought, namely, that they are 
nowhere combined. We nowhere find the Messianic 
king conceived as Jehovah appearing in person. In a 
later prophet, indeed, the two ideas are found in juxta- 
position (see Ezek. xxxiv. 11, 23, 24)? but within the 
limits of the Old Testament canon the lines of pre- 
diction, though parallel, do not meet. Two thoughts are 
prominent—(1) the glory of a Davidic Messiah, (2) the 
appearing of Jehovah in Zion. The promised redemption 
is connected now with one, now with the other concep- 
tion. Both elements enter into the total volume of 
Messianic prediction, and find fulfilment and adjust- 
ment only in Christ;* but the time and manner of 

_accomplishment remains unrevealed to the prophets 
themselves.* 

(2) What we may call the Chaldzean period of Messianic 
prophecy extends from the time when Assyria was itself 
threatened by the Babylonian power to the capture of 
Babylon by Cyrus, 2.¢. from about 650 to 538. During 
this period of prophetic activity, royalty, owing to the 
moral corruption which had been fostered by the example 
of Manasseh, declined in influence; the national fortunes 
were felt by the faithful to be no longer bound up with 
the reigning monarch. The leading effects of this period 


1 Cp. Wellhausen, Sketch, ete. pp. 83-85, 104 f. 

2 In the apocalyptic literature the ideas are combined. See Westcott, 
” Ep. to the Hebrews, p. 90. 

3 Cp. Oehler, Theol. of the 0. T. § 216. 4 Cp. 1 Pet. i. 11. 
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and of the exile were mainly two. First, the sense of 
Israel’s universal mission was deepened. The universality 
of God’s kingdom had been indeed a prophetic key- 
note long before the exile: it was probably suggested by 
the magnificence of Solomon’s age, and became spiritual- 
ised in the prophetic pictures of the entrance of the 
heathen into the kingdom of God. But hitherto these 
great ideas had been conceived only under the form of a 
world-wide extension of the theocratic state ; Jerusalem 
was still destined, if was supposed, to be the centre of a 
universal spiritual empire. The discipline of the exile 
tended to produce new and more profound conceptions 
of the people of God—its function in history and mission 
to the Gentiles. A remnant representing the true Israel 
was destined to be the light of the Gentiles. So should be 
fulfilled Israel’s vocation to be a kingdom of priests and 
a holy nation. Thus the figure of the Messianic king 
melts into that of the commissioned servant of Jehovah. 
Again, the exile taught Israel the purpose and meaning 
of suffering. The great pictures of the righteous sufferer 
(eg., in the Book of Job, in Ps. xxii, and in Isai. lui.) 
seem all alike to be connected with the experiences of the 
exile. It is probable that while a large proportion of the 
exiles either abandoned the spiritual hopes of their race 
or lapsed into heathenism, the suffering remnant of the 
faithful persevered under great persecution and discour- 
agement. Their history—of which we have hints here 
and there in Isai. xl—Ixvi——was probably marked by great 
constancy under trial,’ and amid circumstances of extreme 
depression and difficulty. This faithful remnant is ideal- 
ised as an individual who bears the iniquities of his 
people. A new doctrine of suffering arises. It is recog- 
nised (eg. by the author of Job) to be not only or 


1 Wellhausen, Sketch, etc. p. 124; Davidson, Introd. to Book of Job 
xx. ff. Cp. Montefiore, Hibbert Lectures, No. v.; Kirkpatrick, pp. 361 ff 
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necessarily a judgment on sin, but an element in the 
disciplinary dealings of God, and. an indispensable condi- 
tion or qualification for effective mediation and inter- 
cession. The idea of vicarious. suffering is fixed and 
deepened, and seems to be brought to a focus in the 
conception of an individual righteous man, who, as the 
accepted representative of his nation, must needs make 
atonement by suffering for its sins, and so become a pre- 
vailing intercessor with God. In this ideal servant of 
Jehovah are concentrated the scattered characteristics 
of God’s faithful: their spirit of dependence, their 
patient devotion, their unswerving faithfulness in the 
fulfilment of vocation, their brave constancy under trial, 
their meek acceptance of death. In this sense the figure 
of Isaiah li. is the culminating point of prophecy; but 
death is not the end in that unique passage. The holy 
servant enters upon a new and glorified life, in which he 
sees the travail of his soul and 1s satisfied. 

Such is the central idea of prophecy during the critical 
period when Israel succumbs before the world-power 
represented by Babylon. The holy remnant (Zeph. ii. ; 
Hab. i.) becomes conscious of its mission before the storm 
finally bursts on the nation; the education of this con- 
sciousness proceeds during the seventy years of the Exile, 
and the result is a new conception of the Messiah. Not 
that the idea of the Davidic king is entirely lost; but in 
accordance with the limitations which seem to be incident 
to the prophetic gift, the figure of the king is nowhere 
actually combined with that of the suffering servant. 
Indeed, so distinct are these conceptions that later Jewish 
theology invents its second Messiah, the son of Joseph.” 
Perhaps the nearest approach to combination is the juxta- 


1 ©p. Delitzsch, 0.7. Hist, of Redemption, §§ 71-73. 
2 Oehler, § 234. See also (in qualification) Stanton, Jewish and Chris- 
tian Messiah, p. 124. 


56 THE INCARNATION 


position in Zech. vi. 13, 14 of royalty with priesthood 
(cp. Ps. ex.). In that passage Joshua is coequal in 
dignity with Zerubbabel; and possibly the double crown- 
ing of the high priest in chap. iii. points to a similar idea. 

(3) The work of the post-exilic prophets is to deepen 
the convictions already current as to Messiah’s person and 
work. After its brief revival in the person of Zerubbabel, 
the house of David sank into complete obscurity; the 
Messianic idea was accordingly dissociated from the 
fortunes of the monarchy, and became connected with 
humanity at large. Thus the later prophets dwell on 
the relation of the Messiah to the whole human race. 
He is called the Branch (Zech. iii. 8, vi 12; cp. Jer. 
xxiii. 5), and in Daniel vu. 13 the Son of Mant But 
he is at the same time depicted as standing in a 
unique relation to Jehovah. He is Jehovah’s fellow 
(Zech. xiii. 7), His angel (Mal. iii. 1), One in whom 
Jehovah Himself is pierced (Zech. xii. 10). But these 
prophets also gather up the substance of former predic- 
tions. Haggai, for instance, unfolds the prospect of a 
Divine self-manifestation, and a new glory of the temple 
(ui. 9; ep. Mal. iii. 1), a fact which is significant when con- 
nected with the revival and reorganisation of sacrificial 
worship which followed the restoration. We find the 
Messianic period described in terms suggested by a 
restored temple worship, which colours the ideals of 
Ezekiel (chaps. xl—xlviii.) and Haggai? To these prophets 
the great feature of the Messianic age is that all things 
become new: ancient forms are filled with new Spirit 
and power. Nor must we overlook the providential 
purpose of the period which intervenes between the 
restoration and the birth of Christ. The main effect of 


1 On the significance of this title, see below, p. 71 ff. 
2 Cp. also Isai. lvi. 7, Ixvi. 23; Zech. xiv. 16-19; Mal. i. 11, 
3 Op. Riehm, Messianic Prophecy, pp. 82 ff,, 136 ff. 
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the sacrificial ritual of the second temple was to 
strengthen and educate the consciousness of sin; to 
suggest hopes and anticipations of a spiritual kind 
through the agency of material symbols; to awaken 
yearnings for one who should not only restore the 
fallen fortunes of Israel, but should inaugurate a new 
covenant} between the holy God and His people: a cove- 
nant which should “ not only vindicate the truth of the 
ancient promises, but supply the missing link between 
the creature who cannot rule and the Creator who can- 
not obey ”;? a covenant of which the central characteristic 
was not law, but grace. 

What we witness in Christian history is the unfolding 
and development of those principles which inspired 
prophecy had learned to trace in the history of Israel. 
In the moral reign of Christ we recognise the transfigured 
kingdom of David; in the catholicity of the Church the 
universalism of the prophets finds its fulfilment; in the 
action of the Spirit upon society and individual men we 
discern the full accomplishment of prophetic visions of a 
_ righteous nation, and hearts sprinkled with clean water. 
“Jesus Christ,’ says Riehm, “so interpreted the Old 
Testament writings that He, as a Son, fully entrusted 
with the thoughts and intentions of the Father, brought 
forth the eternal thoughts of God from their temporary 
and national surroundings.” He is the fulfiller of all the 
Divine purposes, and we discover in Christianity not 
so much the literal accomplishment of particular pre- 
dictions, as a general but close correspondence between 
Messianic prediction in general and its spiritual fulfil- 
ment in Christ. Thus the argument from prophecy, 
when restated in the form rendered necessary by our 

1 This idea already emerges in Jer. xxxi. 31. Op. Wellhausen, Sketch, 


- etc. pp. 122 f.; Kirkpatrick, p. 314. 
2R. H. Hutton, Theological Essays (ed. 3), p. 288. 
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present critical knowledge, is very parallel in its results to 
the modern shape of the argument from design. In both 
cases the inductive conclusion is drawn, no longer from 
the narrow field of special cases of correspondence (or 
adaptation), but from the broad area of prophecy (or 
Nature) surveyed as a whole. The Old Testament is seen 
to be “an organism of which Christ is the final cause.” 
“Christ is, in the first instance, His own witness; and 
instead of being proved conclusively by prophecy, inter- 
preted apart from the light of the Christian era, to be 
the Christ, He first enables those who believe in Him 
to understand aright the prophecies, and to see in the 
correspondence of these, rightly understood, and His 
personal character and history, the evidence of a Divine 
purpose running through the previous ages, and finding 
its fulfilment in Him.”! The Incarnation is in fact 
the one key to the right understanding of Hebrew pro- 
phecy. The person and history of Jesus Christ alone 
explain the many-sided imagery under which, in the Old 
Testament, the hopes and yearnings of Israel are depicted. 

4. The Messianic hope in its later stage.” 

The prophecies of the Book of Daniel had of course 
profound influence in shaping the Messianic idea. The 
core of Daniel’s conception, however, is not so much the 
figure of a personal Messiah as the universal dominion of 
the saints ‘(ii 44, vii. 14, 27), an idea which tended to 
strengthen the expectation of a glorious national future 
which meets us in later stages of the Messianic hope. 

In the apocryphal books there is practically no refer- 
ence to a personal Saviour. Vague hopes of the future 
glory of Zion, the conversion of the Gentiles, and the 
deliverance of Israel from heathen foes are the most pro- 


' Bruce, Chief End of Revelation, chap. v. 


2 Schiirer, The Jewish People, etc. § 29 ; Stanton, Jewish and Christian 
Messiah, pp. 111 fi,; Westcott, Introd. to the Gospels, p. 94 f, 
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minent elements in the Messianic pictures of these books. 
The expectations of the later Jews, in fact, betray a vain- 
glorious and unspiritual nationalism, of which Judaism and 
the synagogue, not the Messiah, are the centre. But in 
the apocalyptic books, the ideal king of earlier prophecy 
is revived, and the title of Messiah becomes definitely 
restricted to an individual yet to come, who is to be the 
restorer and avenger of his nation. Thus in the Book of 
Enoch the title “Son of man” is repeatedly applied to 
the Messiah; and indeed its usage in this book seems to 
colour the expression as applied to Himself by our Lord.t 

It is unnecessary, however, to notice in detail the 
Messianic conceptions of the apocalyptic literature. In 
some of the writings of this class pre-existence is attri- 
buted to the expected Messiah, but only in common with 
other venerable things and persons, such as the taber- 
nacle, the law, the city of Jerusalem, the lawgiver Moses 
himself, the people of Israel. The apocalyptic picture 
is for the most part that of a human prince, exalted, 
majestic, richly endowed,— whose advent will inaugurate 
_a glorious future for Israel. The Messiah is to be the 
instrument of judgment on heathen oppressors, the 
victorious avenger of the righteous. He is human, a 
son of man, though possessed of transcendent gifts of 
wisdom, knowledge, and power. According to one view, 


1 See p. 72. 

2 Schiirer, The Jewish People in the Time of Christ, § 29 (vol. ii. p. 133, 
E.T.), says: ‘‘ All the benefits of the future world come down from above, 
from heaven, where they had pre-existed from all eternity. They are kept 
there for the saints as an ‘inheritance’ which will one day be bestowed 
upon them. In particular does the perfect, the glorious New Jerusalem, 
which will at the time of the consummation of all things descend to earth 
in the place of the old, exist there already. Sc too the Messiah, the perfect 
King of Israel, chosen by God from eternity, is already there in communion 
with God. All that is good and perfect can come only from above, because 
‘all that is earthly is in its present condition the direct contrary to the 
Divine.” Op. Harnack, Dogm.i. 89 n.; Drummond, Jewish Messiah, p. 292 f. 
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He will appear in days when the tribulation of the 
righteous has reached its height, and His reign will begin 
with a wholesale destruction of His foes, after which He 
will rule in tranquillity and peace, the Holy Land being 
the seat of His dominion. Palestine is thus the “narrow 
region of safety and happiness.” The universalist ideals 
of canonical prophecy give way before meagre and ex- 
clusive national and legal hopes. Something, perhaps, 
was also contributed to the form of the Messianic ex- 
pectation by the current exegetic literature, of which the 
Septuagint is an early and the Targums are a late 
example.’ These last contain, as seems to be generally 
allowed, only scanty and faint traces of a Divine Messiah ;? 
allusions to His being “ revealed,” and to His eternal pre- 
existence, cannot fairly be said to imply more than pre- 
destination in the Divine purpose and foreknowledge. 
For the most part the royal Davidie descent of the 
Messiah, His election as the servant of God, His judicial 
office, His conquest of Israel’s enemies, are the most 
prorinent ideas. The conception was a partial one, and 
gave rise to fatal prejudices, so that on the eve of the 
Advent, “the only temper which excluded all error was 
that of simple and devout expectation.”* To the faithful, 
the entire period between the cessation of prophecy and 
the coming of our Lord would be one of devout reflection 
and spiritual discipline, a time of pause between pre- 
diction and fulfilment, in which religious hope was being 
slowly matured. Perhaps the most spiritual anticipation 
of the Messianic kingdom, and the most prevalent among 
devout Israelites at the time of Christ’s appearance, is 


? Schiirer thinks they are as late as the third or fourth century after Christ, 
but they ‘‘often fall back on older exegetical traditions” (vol. ii. p. 158). 

* Drummond, The Jewish Messiah, p- 294, For a summary of the pre 
Christian Messianic idea, see the last chapter of Dr, Drummond’s book, 

* Westcott, Introd. ete. p, 157. 
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that contained in the Psalms of Solomon. These give 
expression to that deep sense of sin which less than a 
century later was likely to welcome the preaching of John 
the Baptist, and the spiritual deliverance to be realised in 
the kingdom of heaven. True Israelites, though as yet 
very imperfectly conscious of their real needs, were, no 
doubt, already feeling after that which would satisfy their 
aspirations. Consequently, “as it is impossible to con- 
ceive that any Jew could have pictured to himself Christ 
as He really came, so it is equally impossible to imagine 
any other Saviour who could have satisfied all the wants 
which were felt at the time of His coming.”* The true 
Israelite might have fittingly expressed his penitence and 
faith in such a petition as the following :— 


“When Thy name makes its tabernacle in the midst of us we 
shall find mercy: 
And a heathen nation shall not prevail against us, for Thou art 
our defender, 
_And we will call upon Thee, and Thou shalt hearken to us. 
For Thou wilt show pity towards the race of Israel for ever- 
more, and shalt not put them away. 
Truly we are under Thy yoke for evermore, and under the 
scourge of Thy discipline. 
Thou wilt restore us in the season when Thou helpest ; showing 
pity upon the house of Jacob, in a day wherein Thou hast 
promised them help.” ? 


we et oe ee ee 


1 Westcott, Introd. etc. p. 157. The Psalms of Solomon were probably 
composed between 70-40 B.c. 

2 Psalm. Solom. vii. 5-9. Op. for penitential passages, ii. 16 ff, vill. 
27-41 ; for Messianic passages, Pss. xvii., xviii. 

The later Messianic expectation is described and summarised by 
Schiirer (vol. ii. pp. 154 ff.). Its main elements are—(1) a time of tribula- 
tion preceding Messiah’s advent, (2) the appearance of Elijah as forerunner, 
(3) a personal human Messiah divinely endowed suddenly appearing as a 
victorious ruler, (4) destruction of Israel’s foes, (5) gathering of the 
dispersed, (6) renewal of Jerusalem, (7) Palestine and the Holy City the 
centre of the Messianic kingdom, (8) the general resurrection and judg- 
ment, (9) the idea (with some limitations) of a suffering Messiah. 
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The New Testament presentation. 

1. The development of Apostolic faith; the Gospel 
account of the person and claims of Christ. 

2. The Early Preaching of Christ (Acts of the Apostles). 

3. Christology of S. James. 

4, Christology of S. Peter’s First Epistle and S. Jude. 


Christology of 8. Paul. 
1. Implicit teaching of earlier Epistles. 
2. Explicit teaching of the later Epistles as to— 
(a) The Method of redemption (Phil. ii. 5-11). 
(b) The Redeemer’s person (Col. i. 15-20). 
(c) The extension of the Incarnate life (Eph. i. 
SVAN 
General Survey. 
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§ II. Tue Person or Crrist: New TESTAMENT 
PRESENTATION 


I. The New Testament largely consists of apostolic 
teaching as to Christ’s person. But behind the testi- 
mony of the apostles, serving as its foundation, lies the 
narrative of the three Synoptic Gospels! - The Epistles 
describe the belief of the apostles in explicit terms: the 
Gospels tell us how they came by their belief, We 
learn in them the method by which faith was educated 
and reached its maturity. Incidentally we get some 
insight into the character of the apostles. We find them 
to be simple, unsophisticated men, witnesses of a fact, 
and, as such, “intensely matter of fact.”2 They are 
represented as advancing very slowly and hesitatingly, 
through intimacy with Christ’s character and actions, to 
a deeper conception of His person. The great value of 
the Synoptists is that they record for us the actual 
history of faith in Jesus Christ. They describe His 

personality, and the impression actually produced by it 

on the men who were His constant companions. It is 
therefore of great importance to study the process by 
which the apostles arrived at their belief. 

How, then, were they led to acceptance of Christ as 
the manifested Son of God ? 

1. The movement of faith begins historically with the 

1 Of late the tendency to insist on discrepancies in the Gospels has 
revived, but generally in criticism which starts from Unitarian assump- 
tions. For our present purpose the general truth of the narrative is 
assumed ; most critics would admit that the discrepancies, however 
closely insisted upon, do not interfere with the impression that we have 
in the Gospels an authentic portrait of Christ. Latham insists (Pastor 
Pastorwm, chap. viii.) on the qualifications which the apostles eminently 
display as witnesses. There is no reason to doubt, in fact, that in the 
- Gospels we have ra dmopyypovetuara T&v amocrohkGy (Justin, Apol. i, 
33, 66, 67). 

2 Latham, op. cit. pp. 7, 241. 
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ministry and witness of John the Baptist. He is a 
representative figure, not only as the last of the Hebrew 
prophets, but as the type of those who in any age of the 
world’s history have appealed to the highest conscience 
of their contemporaries. The Baptist first awoke in men 
the spirit of expectancy ; the sense of unsatisfied spiritual 
need. He first made it possible to believe in such a 
kingdom as Christ afterwards proclaimed. And he pro- 
duced on those who heard him the impression of a man 
absolutely convinced of his message, a man of entire 
sincerity ; for his witness to Jesus Christ involved a 
brave self-abnegation. He pointed away from himself 
to Christ. Different causes have been suggested for the 
extraordinary influence of his preaching, but probably 
he fascinated men by appealing “to the common 
hope of Israel—the only hope that remained, that of 
the kingdom. That kingdom had been the last word 
of the Old Testament.” At the same time he 
met the highest aspirations of conscience by represent- 
ing the deliverance to come as spiritual, for “the yoke 
which crushed Israel was not that of Rome; it was 
sin.” ® 

2. Next in order we must consider the effect on the 
disciples of our Lord’s personality. For His appeal was 
directly personal; He drew men by what He was rather 
than by what He did. Belief sprang from personal know- 
ledge and intimacy; it was the result of subjection to 
the sway of an incomparable moral authority. To that 
authority the first disciples yielded themselves up. For 
them the word of Christ was enough. Thus 8. John and 


1 Kdersheim, Life and Times of Jesws the Messiah, vol. i. p: 275 3 ch. 
Pressensé, Jesus Christ, p. 298 (ed. 2): **Dés qu’il ouvre la bouche on 
reconnait qu’il en a saisi le sens intime et qu’il s’est nourri de Ja moelle 
méme des Heritures. L’Ancien Testament revit en lui.” 

2 Pressensé, ibid. p, 194. 
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8. Andrew followed the figure to which the Baptist 
pointed them ; they came and saw where He dwelt, and abode 
with Him that day. 

Nothing is told us of the manner in which conviction 
formed itself. We only know that they returned sure of 
what they had found; we have found (they declare) the 
Messiah. And a close study of the narrative assures us 
that discipleship grew out of direct contact with Christ’s 
personality. He appealed immediately to those faculties 
in man which could respond to the claim of God. In 
Him “conscience recognised the rightful lord of conduct, 
and did Him homage”;1 the heart felt the “self- 
evidencing” power of His appeal; the intellect bowed 
before a fresh word of God. “He spoke, men felt it, 
on the strength of an original and direct knowledge of 
Ged and the will of God.”? He gave His hearers the 
impression of being no mere teacher of truth, but its 
very source. For what distinguishes Him from other 
teachers is the positiveness of His teaching. “His 
doctrine is never a question and a weary doubt,” but “an 
uninterrupted affirmation.”* The impression made by 
this singular positiveness of Jesus is, as a thoughtful 
writer points out, mainly due to the nature and range of 
“the questions which He answers with an unwavering 
Yea.” All that men most need to know, all that is 
fundamentally necessary for the conduct of human life, He 
' declares with unhesitating clearness: the truth that God 
can be known, loved, and imitated by man; the father- 
hood and providence of God; the value of the soul; the 
necessity and efficacy of prayer; the possibility of for- 
giveness and restoration; the certainty of judgment. 
Such teaching at once commended itself to the hearers, 
because it confirmed the presages of their hearts and 


1Dale, The Living Christ, etc. p. 48. 2 Ibid. p. 58. 
% Newman Smyth, Old Faiths in New Light, pp. 198-200. 
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consciences; it needed no system of evidences. And 
what Christ’s teaching was to the first disciples it still is. 
“Tt is self-evidencing; it is rest-giving. Heart, con- 
science, reason rest in it.”1 It seems to follow that in 
the reconstruction of their faith men must begin with 
something analogous to this intimacy with Christ, which 
was the privilege of the first believers. They must put 
themselves under the sway of His personality. They 
must follow His footsteps as they are traced for us in the 
evangelic record. They must, through close study of the 
Gospels, come in contact with the person whom they 
desire to know.? 

3. As the disciples follow on to know the Lord, they 
become conscious of an imperious claim exerting its 
pressure on them. The person who awes and attracts 
them, in the very act of revealing His character and 
purpose, puts forward a superhuman claim. The claims 
of Christ must always present an insuperable difficulty to 
those who believe Him to be no more than man; and, 
indeed, Dr. Martineau has raised the important question 
how we are to reconcile “ Messianic self-consciousness ” 
with humility. The real solution of this difficulty is to 
be found, not in arbitrary excision of the many passages 
in which our Lord puts forward a superhuman claim, but 
in a juster conception of the Messianic office. The popular 
Messianic hope of our Lord’s contemporaries was utterly 
distinct from the ideal which He claimed to embody and 
culfil. To Him it was not a dignity claimed or asserted, 
but “a vocation meekly accepted ”—a vocation which, 
as He assuredly foresaw, would involve toil, humiliatior, 


1 Bruce, Apologetics, p. 494. 

? Latham, Pastor Pastorum, p. 17, points out the value of the fourfold 
informal memoir as a powerful means of presenting a personality. ; 

5 In The Seat of Authority. For what follows, see Bruce, Apologetics, 
pp. 364-368, 
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suffering, and death. A great necessity was laid upon 
Him, which made His self-assertion inevitable; and we 
may observe that the self-witness of Christ must at once 
inevitably raise the question of His relation to the God 
whom He revealed. 

\ This self-witness may be considered under different 
aspects. 

i. The assertion of sinlessness. He is “holier than 
Israel’s holiest” (S. Mt. xii. 6). Dr. Martineau speaks 
of His “repentance,” but Christ never confesses any con- 
sciousness of moral defect, in spite of the fact that He is 
so acutely alive to the evil and misery of sin, that He is 
the inculcator of humility, that He so vehemently rebukes 
the self-righteousness of the Pharisee, that He is the 
preacher of repentance. He never includes Himself 
among sinners; He has none of the sense of unworthiness 
that distinguishes Old Testament prophets and saints. 
And thus, in fact, the dilemma holds, Christus aut Deus 
aut non bonus. We must either forfeit, as some are 
willing reluctantly but decidedly to do, the moral ideal 
of a sinless man, or we must accept Christ’s self-evidence 
- as due to a fundamental necessity of His being. “ Either 
He who testified concerning Himself that He was without 
sin . . . must have been an arrogant visionary wanting 
in all self-knowledge, . . . or in this and in everything 
else the relations must be as He said.” + 

ii. Closely connected with this is the claim of Christ 
in regard to human sin: to forgive and to judge. He 
claims to forgive sins, and declares Himself to be one 
’ that can be sinned against (S. Mt. ix. 2-6; 8. Lk. v. 20, 
24); and to be a sacrifice for sin in such sense that His 
blood is shed for the remission of sins (S. Mt. xxvi. 28) 


, 1 Martensen, Christian Ethics (General), § 75. See Liddon, Bampton 
_ Lectures, No. iv.; H. B. Ottley, The Great Dilemma; R. H. Hutton, 
Theol. Essays (ed. 8), p. 275. 
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But above all, He reveals Himself as the Judge of men. 
He impresses men with the conviction that He knows . 
what is in men (8. Jo. ii. 25), and He plainly declares 
that it is He Himself before whom men will plead in the 
day of judgment. It is noticeable that it is in the 
Sermon on the Mount, which some would represent as 
the sum-total and substance of Christianity, that this 
tremendous claim is asserted, this judicial attitude 
towards mankind assumed. But the claim is con- 
sistent with the general moral authority with which He 
teaches. He presents Himself to men as an “incarnate 
conscience.” He implies that they are to be judged by 
their relation to Himself; to reject Himself is to reject 
the good. 

iii. Christ presents Himself as the giver of a new 
law. He claims to repeal and to revise the provisions of 
the ancient law; He is greater than the temple; He 
exercises control over the observance of the Sabbath ; 
He reinstates the law of marriage as it was at the 
beginning. He assumes the right to announce authorita- 
tively what is binding on the human conscience (S. Mt. 
v. 22 ff., xii. 8, xix. 4). Jt was said to them of old 
time, . . . but I say wnto you. 

iv. Christ speaks as one who claims by right the 
homage and allegiance of men. He offers them rest 
(S. Mt. xi. 28). He promises not to cast out any who 
come to Him (8. Jo. vi. 37). He predicts His perpetual 
presence with His people; He declares that to Him all 
authority rs given in heaven and in earth (S. Mt. xxviii. 
18, 20). We find, in fact, that Christ puts forward 
that exclusive and jealous claim which ean be rightfully 
exercised by God alone. He treats souls as His own, 
and bids them follow Him as their master. He claims 


1 Op. Dorner, Person of Christ, div, i. vol. i. p. 58. Liddon, Bampton 
Lectures, pp. 175 f, 
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to supersede all other ties (S. Mt. x. 37; S. Lk. xiv. 26), 
and, in fact, demands of man a self-surrender such as 
could only be legitimately required by the Creator 
Himself. : 

v. To a Jew it would appear that our Lord put 
forward one pretension that would reduce all others to 
insignificance. He allowed Himself to be called the 
Christ. At the culminating moment of His life He 
-would not disown the Messianic claim. In point of 
fact, this Messianic claim is really involved in a title 
which our Lord is commonly found to apply to Him- 
self: the title Son of Man. What did this designation 
imply ? 

(a) If, as seems probable, the Aramaic original of this 
title was currently used as an equivalent for “man,” our 
Lord may have intended by it to set Himself forth as 
the embodiment of human nature, the representative 
individual in whom the race is “recapitulated” and 
finds its goal. It implies His relation to humanity as 
its “embodied ideal.” He is neither Jew nor Gentile; 
His character is marked by a perfect harmony of distinct 
attributes —in a word, by a certain universality.’ 
“Nothing local, transient, individualising, national, 
sectarian, dwarfs the proportions of His world-embracing 
character; He rises above the parentage, the blood, the 
narrow horizon which bounded, as it seemed, His human 
life; He is the archetypal Man, in whose presence dis- 
tinctions of race, intervals of ages, types of civilisation, 
degrees of mental culture are as nothing.”? We see 
Him “followed by the Greek, though a founder of none 
of his sects; revered by the Brahmin, though preached 
unto him by men of the fishermen’s caste; worshipped 

1 See a beautiful passage in Martensen, Christian Ethics (Generad), § 76. 


2 Liddon, Bampton Lectures, p. 8; cp. Luthardt, Fundamental Truths, 
p. 823. 
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by the red man of Canada, though belonging to the hated 
pale race.” In Him mankind finds its archetype ; towards © 
Him it tends and converges. He is the embodiment of all 
that is essentially true and good in universal human nature.! 

(6) But the title “Son of Man” had already acquired 
other associations. It had apparently come to be used, 
at least in certain circles, as a title of Messiah, with 
special reference to its use in the book of Daniel. The 
passage in which the phrase occurs in Daniel (vii. 13) 
seems to be a description of a kingdom which is to super- 
sede and destroy the empire founded on brute violence 
and material force. The kingdom given to One like unto 
a Son of Man is to be in its origin Divine, in its range and 
extent universal, in its duration eternal, in its methods 
and constitution peaceable and righteous. It is quite poss- 
ible that the reference is to the future destiny of Israel 
as a nation. But in the “Similitudes” (chh. 37-71) 
of the apocalyptic book of Enoch there is a significant 
variation in the title which points to a superhuman 
person as its rightful possessor.2 4 Son of Man is the 
phrase in Daniel; in Enoch is presented the Son of Man. 
The peculiarity of its use in this strange book is that the 
title has a purely supernatural import. The Messiah, or 
Son of Man, is of Divine origin, not of human descent ; 
He shares the throne of God; to Him is committed uni- 
versal dominion, and the supreme task of judgment. 
Thus, as it passes into the language of our Lord, the title 
seems to be already coloured by the conception which 
appears in Enoch. It implies a claim to superhuman 
attributes : spiritual dominion, judicial power, the right of 
remitting sins. But this, the popular notion of the Son of 
Man, seems to be gradually enlarged and modified by the 


1 Op. Orig. ¢. Cels. i. 29—a striking passage. 
* This portion of the book is most probably pre-Christian, See Charles 
in Encyclopedia Biblica, s.v. * Apocalyptic Literature” (vol. i. p. 224), 
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introduction of another element derived from the picture 
of the servant of Jehovah in Isaiah. All the associations 
that had gathered round that wonderful prophetic figure 
—the lowly condition, the submissive suffering, the 
human sympathies, the atoning death and final exalta- 
tion of the Isaianic servant—are gradually combined 
with the ideal derived from Enoch, and the supernatural 
claim and dignity of the Messiah receives its final 
vindication only as the issue of suffering meekly accepted. 
The two ideals are in fact brought together in the 
passage which introduces the culminating passage of 
Isaiah’s Messianic vision: Behold, my servant shall deal 
wisely, he shall be exalted and lifted up, and shall be very 
high+ 

Thus our Lord’s habitual use of the title Son of Man 
would readily convey to His contemporaries the idea 
of Messianic pretensions, while at the same time the 
context? in which He employs it was calculated to 
suggest deeper and more sober ideas of what the 
Messianic dignity involved: a lowly and obscure lot, 
marked by poverty and suffering; a faithful witness 
‘ delivered; a death of sacrificial suffering endured; a 
victory attained, but only by the way of sorrows. To 
return for a moment to the title Messiah (xpuotos), 
which, as we have seen, was implied in the designation 
Son of Man. The name Messiah points to the unction 
with the Divine Spirit by which the theocratic king was 
equipped for the fulfilment of His ideal calling? When 
our Lord applied to Himself the passage Isai. lxi. 1,4 
He pointed to the accomplishment of the Messianic 


1 Tsai. lii. 18. See Charles, Book of Enoch, Appendix B.; Westcott, 
Gosp. of S. John, add. note on i. 51; Weiss, Bibl. Theol. of the N.T. § 16 ; 
Stevens, Theol. of the N.T. chap. iv. 

2¢.9., Mt. viii. 20, xvii. 22, xxvi. 24; Mk. ix. 31; Lk. ix. 22. 

8 Tsai. xi, 2, xlii. 1. OS LikevalS, 22), 
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office in His own person. He implies that the Spirit 
resting upon His manhood is the source of its special . 
illumination and supernatural power. ‘To the Spirit He 
ascribes His power to expel devils (S. Mt. xii. 28). His 
works are wrought not in virtue of any human strength, 
but as the result of a Divine unction. The anointing 
with the Spirit is in fact to the manhood the source 
of grace and power, of Divine knowledge, of special 
consecration. Thus the title © aywos tov Oeod, and 
even the designation King of the Jews, may be regarded 
as explanatory phrases bringing out one aspect of the 
Messianic unction, namely, its consecrating efficacy. 
For the very name Messiah as claimed by Christ points 
to a peculiar dignity, which elevates Him who is called 
to the office far above the organs and ministers through 
whom Jehovah had revealed His will, or organised His 
kingdom, under the old covenant. “In Him Jehovah 
Himself comes to His people; whoever therefore receives 
Him receives God Himself.” 2 His mission in fact implies 
a fellowship with God such as no other human being can 
share, and consequently His claim to the devotion and 
homage of man is such as only God can justly require. 

The unction of the Spirit, however, implied more 
than supernatural equipment ; it corresponded with the 
general expectation that the Messiah would be invested 
with royal dignity as the Son of David, a title by which 
in point of fact Christ was often saluted. But while 
accommodating Himself so far to the popular idea of 
Messiah, our Lord is careful to impress on His faithful 
disciples a deeper view of the prophecies which foretold 
the royal dignity of David’s Son. The exaltation to 
royal glory was to follow, as in David’s own case, 
rejection and humiliation. Only through suffering was 

18, Mk, i. 24, 
2 Weiss, Z.c. § 18, referring to S. Lk. i. 17, 76; S. Mt. x. 40. 
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Messiah destined to attain the glory which David already 
foresaw when he called Him Lord. 

vi. Lastly, we must consider a claim which ultimately 
led to our Lord’s condemnation. He claims to stand in 
a unique relation to God as His revealer? and His Son. 
Sometimes this claim takes the form of a co-ordination of 
His own Name with that of God, as in S. Mt. xxviii. 19 ; 
sometimes it is contained by implication in the assertion 
that He is One who can be sinned against (S. Lk. xii. 10). 
But it is by the title Son of God that He most directly 
challenges the hostility of His nation and their rulers. 
While He proclaims the brotherhood of men, and 
presents Himself to them as one who shares their lot, 
and fulfils the conditions of dependence and service that 
man owes to his Creator, He yet detaches Himself from 
men, by speaking of My Father which is in heaven? It 
is, however, to be noticed that He only acknowledges 
Himself to be Son of God on occasions of exceptional 
urgency : He accepts the title as rightfully His own from 
S. Peter’s lips;* He refuses to disown it when put upon 
_ His oath by the high priest;® and it is important to 
observe that the title is never used by Him merely in its 
theocratic sense. He is not Son of God in the sense 
that the Davidic king is so called in Psalm ii, and Psalm 
lxxxix. Nor is He Son of God ina merely ethical sense, 
as men might be called sons of God by right of creation, 
or in virtue of moral affinity to the Divine character. 
In the case of our Lord, the title implies a wholly excep- 
tional relation to the Father whom He came to reveal.® 

1 Weiss, Z.c. § 19. 
2 Consider S. Mt. xi. 27; S. Lk. x. 22; cp. Weiss, Bibl. Theol. of N.T. 


vol. i. § 17. 
39. Mt. vii. 21, ete. 48, Mt. xvi. 16. 
5 §. Mt. xxvi. 63; cp. Dorner, Person of Christ, div. i. vol. i. p. 52 ff. 
6 It is, of course, possible to represent the title Son of God as an after- 
thought, a designation applied to Christ by His disciples as soon as they 
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Even M. Renan admits that “the position which He 
attributed to Himself was that of a superhuman being, 
and He wished. to be regarded as sustaining a higher 
relationship to God than other men.”* According to 
Renan this claim on the part of Christ is a part of His 
“transcendent idealism”; He only advanced it when 
“the admiration of His disciples overwhelmed Him and 
carried Him away.” But the fact is that the claim is 
coherent with all else that is recorded of His teaching 
and life. “The historical Christ,” says Luthardt, “and 
His teaching, are facts. These facts can be, and are, 
authenticated-; but they will remain an insoluble enigma 
until we suffer them-to_receive the solution afforded them 
by His own testimony to His Divi nship. If He is 
the Son of God in this sense, then all is cleaz,and all 
else that we are told of Him necessary.” 2 ee 
Fathers of the Church afterwards insisted, the fact of 
redemption itself is bound up with the literal truth of Sees 
the declaration that Christ was the Son of the living 
God. 

Thus, speaking generally, the rarity and solemnity of 
the occasions on which our Lord speaks of Himself, or 
allows others to designate Him, the Son of God, seems a 
proof that He employed the title in a higher sense than 
that in which it was used in the Old Testament. It is 


recognised Him as the Messiah. Such is the view of Dr. Martineau 
(Seat of Authority in Religion, pp. 238 ff.), who thinks it is possible to 
discern stages in the “‘ deification” of Christ: the first stage being con- 
nected with the baptism in Jordan, when the grace of Sonship was 
supposed to have been ‘‘conferred” on Christ. This is substantially 
identical with the adoptianist view which Harnack regards as the more 
prevalent of two types of Christology current in the primitive Church. It 
is enough to say that Harnack’s view, like Dr. Martineau’s, seems to be 
the result of a preconception, rather than of substantial evidence. See 
Grundriss der Dogmengeschichte, § 11 ; Swete, The Apostles’ Creed, pp. 24 f. 
| Life of Jesus, c. xv. ; 
* Fundamental Truths of Christianity, p. 331. 
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quite true that the title, as applied to the theocratic 
king for example, denotes primarily a unique relationship 
of love, a special claim to be considered the object of 
Divine election and providential care. Such ideas were 
probably not absent from Christ’s consciousness when He 
used this sacred title. It implied His sense of being the 
elect of God, the object of special Divine favour, the 
mediator of Divine revelation, the instrument of human 
redemption. But the question remains whether, taken 
in conjunction with the other assertions and claims which 
have already been considered, the title Son of God does 
not imply such an original unity of essence with the 
Most High as could only be blasphemously claimed by a 
mere man.t. The name Son of God is in fact something 
more than an official title. It is a title by which Christ 
seems to detach Himself from men and to speak of God 
as His Father in an exclusive sense. 

4. Christ’s miracles are appealed to by Himself as 
affording evidence of His claims. They are part of the 
evangelic tradition, an authentic element of the original 
gospel, and in fact the narrative which seems to form the 
basis of the synoptic record (that of 8. Mark) contains 
nine narratives of miraculous cures. Thus we have to 
consider the place of miracles in Christ’s teaching. As 
we have seen, He first presents Himself as a teacher come 
from God. He sways men by the power of His own 
personality. He authoritatively claims discipleship from 
men. Accordingly He is recognised and saluted as Master 
(Rabbi). The apostles accept His authority, submit 
themselves to His moral claim, and so come gradually to 
recognise the truth about His nature. 

(1) First, then, we should observe the close correspond- 


1 This view differs from that of Weiss, J.c., who seems to ‘overlook the 


_ significance of passages which i/ustrate the meaning of Christ’s claim to 


be Son of God. Cp. Stevens, Theol. of the N.T. chap. v. 
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ence between the moral claim of Jesus and His exercise 
of supernatural power. His Person is a miracle in its 
blending of humility and majesty, and His explicit 
teaching is accompanied and illustrated by works of 
supernatural power. Thus the miracles seem to be a 
constituent and necessary element in His revelation of 
God; they have inherent probability just because they 
are im exact harmony with the declared purpose of 
Christ’s coming; He is mighty in word before He is 
mighty in deed. His miracles have a unique con- 
gruity; they illustrate the very truth which He never 
ceases to proclaim in word and life: the exelusive 
claim of the Divine kingdom, the superiority of 
spiritual to material interests, the loving-kindness and 
grace of God. The supreme miracle is the Incarnation 
itself; the appearance of a Divine life in the universe 
charged with new powers and possibilities; the revela- 
tion of the kindness and love of God our Saviour+ The 
works of power which flowed naturally, as it were, from 
Christ, displayed Divine goodness in action up to the 
full measure of gracious possibility. The oral teaching 
was illustrated by the works; for example, Christ con- 
stantly proclaims God’s providential care for individuals, . 
and enforces the lesson by cures wrought for the most 
part in individual cases.§ 

1 Tit. iii. 4, 

* See Trench, The Miracles, p. 8, with his quotation from Augustine, 
in Joh. Tract. xvii. : “Mirum non esse debet a Deo factum miraculum. .. . 
Magis gaudere et admirari debemus quia Dominus noster et Salvator Jesus 
Christus homo factus est, quam quod divina inter homines Deus fecit.” 

* Cp. a striking passage of Chrys. in Matt. hom. xxv. (init.), pointing 
out the close connection between Christ’s words and works. He is seen by 
miracles mpoodoroiay rois Neyouévous, and afterwards BeBaudy éx Trav ywomeveov 
Ta eipyuéva. See also Aug. de Trin. viii. 11: ‘‘Itaque ipse Dominus 
Jesus Christus talia faciens ut mirantes doceret ampliora, et temporalibus 


insolitis intentos atque suspensos ad eterna atque interiora converteret : 
‘ Penite, inquit, ad me omnes qui laboratis,’ etc, Et non ait ‘Discite a me 
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(2) We pass to consider the character of Christ’s 
miracles, which are not meaningless portents like the 
miracles described in the apocryphal gospels, nor ever 
used for personal display or profit, but only for benefi- 
cence or instruction. They are, as it has been said, 
“not acts of preternatural power, but of preternatural 
love.”* For there is no moral appeal in mere displays of 
power. Wonderful works impress men in: proportion as 
they are recognised to be onpeta—“signs” of power 
subordinated to righteous and beneficent ends. So in 
Christ’s works. we witness no mere exhibition of ab- 
normal power, but a revelation of grace. “ We must not 
expect,” it has been justly urged, “that the physical, ze. 
the miraculous evidence for revelation, should be of such 
a character as to stand above the spiritual evidence.” 2 
Just as the main arguments for God’s existence are those 
derived from man’s personality and moral constitution, 
while proofs drawn from the order of physical nature are 
secondary; so in the case of the Incarnation, whatever 
reveals God’s character stands higher than that which 
displays mere superhuman force. The miracles of Christ 
‘do in fact bear a moral impress; they are in keeping 
with all that He reveals of God’s character and attri- 
butes. They are exactly such phenomena as we should 
expect in a moral universe, @.¢. a world in which physical 
force is subordinated to righteous law and gracious pur- 
pose. The miracles are manifestations of power, but the 
power is that of righteous will;* they indicate that the 


quia quatriduanos mortuos suscito,’ sed ait ‘ Discite a me quia mitis swum 
et humilis corde.’ Potentior est enim et tutior solidissima humilitas, 
quam ventosissima celsitudo,” 

1Cp. Aug. de Util. Cred. xvi., where miracles are said to be of two 
classes, ‘‘ Quedam sunt que solam faciunt admirationem ; quedam vero 
magnam etiam gratiam benevolentiamque conciliant.” 
. 2 Temple, Bampton Lectures, vii. 

® Wace, Boyle Lectures, Ser. ii. Nos, v. and viii, Martensen, Chr. 
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kingdom of God embraces every purpose that relates to 
the well-being, whether physical or moral, of humanity. _ 
Further, they are parallel to, and illustrative of, the claim 
to exercise power in the spiritual sphere. They are 
symbolic representations of the redemptive action of God 
as the Saviour of human souls. Very instructive in 
this connection are the two miracles recorded in the fifth 
chapter of S. Luke’s Gospel, the draught of fishes reveal- 
ing to 8. Peter his own unworthiness and moral misery, 
while the healing of the paralytic {illustrates the claim 
to absolve the sinner by the injunction, Take up thy 
couch and go into thine house. 

(3) Something should be added as to the use which our 
Lord makes of miraculous power.? Miracles seem to be 
performed with different purposes in view. Thus, on 
some occasions at least, they clearly have an evidential 
importance. Some men, of whom Nicodemus may be 
selected as a type, are ready to recognise in miracle a 
presence of superhuman power, such as authenticates the 
teaching and mission of the worker. Miracles, indeed, 
must ever be the most popular form of authentication, 
and at one time this was regarded by Christian apologists 
as their main or even their only functions At least 
their attractive power may be admitted; they arrest 
attention, and awaken reflection. Thus S. John tells us 
many believed on His name because they saw the signs that 
He did® What drew Nathanael, for instance, to Christ 
was a marvel of supernatural intuition; but our Lord 
spoke to him of greater things than these. He would 
Dogmatics, § 147 : ‘‘ His power over nature is by no means arbitrary or 
unlimited ; it finds its bounds in the law of holiness,” etc. 

15. Lk, v. 8 and 24; ep. Liddon, Bampton Lectwres, p. 159. 
2 See an admirable chapter in Latham, Pastor Pastorwm (c. iv.). 
3 Luthardt, Fundamental Truths, p. 201. 


4 Cp. Mozley, Miracles, Lect. i. p. 5 ; Butler, Analogy, pt. ii. chap. vii, 
5§, Jo. ii, 23 ; ep. i. 50. 
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be believed primarily because of His word; only second- 
arily because of His works.1 He would draw men by 
the influence of His life and moral personality, rather 
than by the display of wonders. Belief, in the case of 
the apostles at least, grew out of personal intimacy and 
knowledge, and miracles served only the purpose of 
educating or informing a faith already rooted in their 
hearts. 

Again, miracles performed by Christ are “the highest 
kind of symbolism.” His “signs” are redemptive acts, 
and convey instruction as to God’s spiritual dealings with 
mankind in the unmistakable language of typical outward 
facts. And this use of miracles seems specially adapted 
to the purpose of instructing the disciples. Thus some 
of the miracles which seem less obviously acts of benefi- 
cence, eg., the draught of fishes, the walking on the sea, 
the withering of the fig-tree, were means by which 
important truths were likely to be most vividly impressed 
on their minds.” Our Lord seems in fact to have laid 
Himself out specially to educate the faith of the Twelve ; 
and some of His actions were perhaps calculated to 
suggest heart-searching reflections or questionings that 
would afterwards bear fruit in deeper and more in- 
telligent comprehension of the Divine methods and 
purposes. 

Lastly, we should carefully notice the economy which 
marks the use of miracles. No sign is wrought apart 
' from a benevolent or didactic purpose. Thus Christ is 
never found to provide by miracle for His own wants or 
those of His disciples; nor, as a rule, does He supply 
any need that might be met by the exercise of human 
energies or foresight. There is also an absence of what 


LS. Jo. xiv. dl. 
? Thus the withering of the fig-tree ‘‘ presented in a parable the situation 
of the Jews’ religion.” Latham, op. cit. p. 97. 
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may be called compulsoriness in Christ’s method. He 
never displays power in such a way as to overawe men 
or compel belief. For faith is only worthily so called © 
if it be an act of free moral adhesion, and miracles are 
to be regarded as the effect and reward of a faith already 
existent, not, generally speaking, its originating cause. 
Faith can touch the springs of supernatural power. All 
things are possible to him that believeth+ In a word, 
miracles being moral and spiritual acts, as well as 
physical events, rest on moral evidence, make a moral 
appeal, and are the Divine response to a moral quality 
in man. 

5. The resurrection of Christ. 

That which crowned and justified the faith of the 
apostles was the resurrection. §. John tells us that 
when he entered into the sepulchre and saw the linen 
clothes lying and the face-cloth rolled up in a place by itself 
(S. Jo. xx. 7), he saw and believed. The tokens of 
deliberate purpose, of calm and heavenly order and 
method, were too apparent to admit of doubt that Christ 
had risen by an act of power as He said. For we must 
remember how repeatedly the event had been foretold by 
our Lord Himself. §. Paul states for us the evidential 
significance of the resurrection in Rom.i. 4. He who 
had been manifested historically as a man among men 
was declared (or marked out) to be the Son of God in an 
act of power, according to the spirit of holiness, by resurrec- 
tion from the dead. The holiness of His life had pointed 
to a momentous conclusion respecting His person which 
the resurrection justified; the combined holiness and 
miraculous power of Christ’s life led to the recognition 
of His higher nature. 

We find accordingly that the testimony of the apostles 
is concentrated upon this fact, the reality of which alone 

'S. Mk. ix. 23. Cp. Illingworth, Divine Immamence, chap. v. 
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appears to explain their spiritual transformation, and 
the steadfastness of their persistent witness in the face of 
hostile opposition ; and this argument is greatly strength- 
ened by due consideration of the character and training 
of those who thus bore their witness. Again, the fact 
that the resurrection was first doubted and disbelieved, 
and afterwards proclaimed with calm and unshaken 
assurance, forbids us to accept any theory of illusion or 
imposture. It is morally impossible to believe that the 
whole structure of the Christian Church rests upon an 
hallucination or a lie.? Something has been already said 
upon this subject. It is here only necessary to recall 
the position which the belief in Christ’s resurrection held 
in relation to the faith of the apostles. They soon came 
to understand that the resurrection was in fact inevit- 
able, Christ being what He claimed to be. It afforded a 
key to the entire life. 8S. John, who had most closely 
watched the life of our Lord and had seen most deeply into 
its spiritual sublimity, was first convinced of the neces- 
sity of the resurrection. He saw and believed. “A 
secret flashed in upon him, and a thrill of insight rushed 
-over him; ... a new light broke over him, and he 
passed at one bound out of death into life.” The 
victory of Jesus Christ over death was to the disciples 
the ground of final assurance that under the veil of 
mortal flesh the eternal Son of God Himself had taber- 
nacled among men. It was a culminating revelation to 
them of the glory of the Divine Word.;- 

We are now in a position briefly to summarise the 
different stages which we have traced in the gradual 
growth of the apostles’ faith. Faith, it appears, was 
formed in them partly as the result of their predisposi- 

1 Cp. p. 30. 
2 Op. R. H. Hutton, Theol. Essays, pp. 137 ‘ff. 
3H. 8S. Holland, Creed and Character, Serm. ii. 
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tion to belief. The Old Testament discipline in which 
they had been reared, culminating as it did in the pro- 
clamation by the Baptist of a kingdom of heaven, had 
fostered in them longings, hopes, expectations of a 
spiritual kind. There appears in their midst one who is 
pointed to by S. John as He who can satisfy their needs. 
They follow, they watch, they study His character, as He 
discloses to them more and more the purpose of His 
coming and the nature of His claim. His works of 
power deepen the impression made by His _person- 
ality; His teaching opens to them the Divine truths 
which correspond to their aspirations and needs. In one 
Gospel especially, that of 8. John, we have presented to 
us the picture of a faith in different stages of its pro- 
gress,—its fallings away and vanishings, its broken lights, 
its ventures, its recoveries. And faith is crowned by an 
ever larger disclosure and ampler promises; by more 
intimate experience and deeper insight. Faith discerns 
in Jesus Christ successively the Teacher, the promised 
Messiah, the Holy One, the Lord of Nature, the Searcher 
of hearts, the Revealer of God, the supreme Example of 
endurance and love, the faithful and true Witness, the 
Conqueror of death. It bows before Him as Lord and 
God. The apostles first make the venture of faith—first 
submit to experience, and then know and feel that they 
are known. Action and trust precede knowledge and 
agsurance. 

II. The early preaching of Jesus Christ (Acts of the 
Apostles). 

The experience of the apostles themselves seems to 
have led them to present the truth of Christ’s person 
to others tentatively and in apologetic form. Their 
preaching starts from what is acknowledged by Jew and 
Gentile respectively. It appeals, and is adapted to the 
conceptions of God already current. It would have been 
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fatal to preach Christ as God to Greeks, whose notion of 
deity was so degraded, and who could so readily admit 
Christ into a national Pantheon, without some attempt to 
link the new doctrine with the fundamental truths of 
natural religion. It would have appeared to Jews an 
intolerable blasphemy that Christ should be proclaimed 
as one with the ineffable Being, whose very name they 
shrank from uttering. 

Thus there is a certain reserve in the apostolic 
preaching recorded in the Acts, but, on the other hand, 
there is no doubt as to the belief of the apostles them- 
selves. Their faith is implied in the claim to baptize in 
the name of Jesus Christ (ii. 38); in the assertion that 
there was no salvation in any other (iv. 12). Further, 
Christians were known as those who called on the name of 
Jesus (ix. 14, 21); and S. Stephen is described as praying 
to Christ as: Lord (vii. 59, 60). The undoubted belief 
of the first disciples was that in Jesus Christ God Himself 
had been manifested in flesh. 

1. The preaching to Jews was apparently planned on 
a carefully considered system. We may notice— 

(a) The use of a historical starting-point. The facts 
of Christ’s life, ministry, and sufferings were known 
(ii. 22, xaOds adrod ofSate). Thus 8S. Peter can appeal 
to them as events notorious and of recent occurrence 
(ii. 22, iii, 13, iv. 10, v. 30, x. 37 ff.). Christ had 
manifested all the signs of Divine unction. There were 
unmistakable tokens that God was with Him. Starting 
from this as a secure foundation, S. Peter’s preaching 
insists on the exaltation of Jesus. The man approved of 
God by mighty works publicly wrought (ii, 22) is finally 
declared to have been made by God both Lord and Christ 
(ii. 36), And, indeed, at an earlier point in the same 
discourse it is implied that the Lord on whom men must 
: 1 Op. Wace, Boyle Lectures, Ser, ii. No, y, 
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call if they are to be saved is none other than Jesus 
(ii. 21) 

(b) The insistance on prophecy, 2.e. on the continuity of 
Christ’s work and revelation of God with all that is 
recorded in the Old Testament. Thus S. Peter desig- 
nates Christ by the Old Testament title Servant of 
Jehovah (mais «upiov, iii. 13, iv. 27)? His sufferings 
and resurrection were foretold (ii. 23-25). As the 
prophet like unto Moses (Deut. xviii.), as the rejected 
corner-stone (Ps. exvili.), as the crucified and risen One (Ps. 
xvi.), Christ had been predicted by ancient prophecy (1. 
22, iv. 11, ii, 23 ff) The same method is used by S. 
Stephen (vii.) and by S. Paul in his sermon at Antioch 
(xili.); and it must be remembered that the title Messiah 
would to Jewish ears imply in itself a superhuman 
being. In a general review of the discourses in the Acts, 
perhaps the most striking point is the frequency with 
which the resurrection is insisted upon as the foundation 
fact of the apostles’ testimony.® It is proclaimed as the 
seal of Christ’s Divine mission (ii. 32 f, iii. 15, iv. 10, 
v. 31, xii. 30); the reward of His work and justification 
of His claims; the decisive manifestation of the glory of 
His person. It is the resurrection that proclaims Him 
Prince of Life (iti. 15); Lord and Christ (ii. 36); sowrce of 
blessing (iii. 26); Prince and Saviour (v: 31); Fudge of 
quick and dead (x. 42); Son of God (ix. 20). 

(c) The practical nature of the apostolic appeal. The 


1 Weiss, ad Joc., remarks that with the following verses (22 ff.) 
“beginnt der Nachweis dass der képvos von dessen Anrufung die Erret- 
tung abhangt, Jesus sei.” 

*“Das in iltester Zeit viel gebrauchte und vieldeutige mais Oe0d” 
(Harnack). Cp, the Didache, ce. ix., x. 

* “* Die Verkiindigung von Jesus dem Christus ruhte zundchst ganz auf 
dem A.T., hatte aber an der Erhohung Jesu durch die Auferstehung von 
den toten ihren Ausgangspunkt” (Harnack, Grundriss der Dogmenge- 
schichte, §v.). Op. Weiss, Bibl. Theol. of N.T. § 89, 
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preaching of the apostles is addressed to the Jewish 
conscience, disciplined as it was by long familiarity with 
the law. God hath made Him both Lord and Christ, this 
Jesus whom ye crucified, says S. Peter to the Jews 
(ii. 36), and we read that the appeal was effective. So 
the apostles invite their hearers to repentance (ui. 38, 
iii. 19); their aim is to touch hearts by appealing to the 
sense of unforgiven sin,—of a burden from which the law 
of Moses could not release the conscience (xiii. 39). 

2. The Preaching to Gentiles. 

This point is not one that needs much illustration. The 
general principle of S. Paul evidently is to find a basis for 
the Christian appeal in the acknowledged truths of natural 
religion, attested by the conscience and reason of man. 
Thus we find him insisting at Lystra and at Athens on the 
two fundamentals of natural religion—(1) the unity and 
providence of the Creator (xiv. 15 ff), and (2) the 
certainty of a judgment to come (xvii, 24-31). He 
claims of the Gentiles: that they shall be true to the 
teachings of conscience and reason.) God had not left 
Himself without witness, in the order of nature ; and the 
doctrine of future judgment had been an accepted one 
among Greek philosophers. Tertullian even alludes to 
the prevalent belief as testimonium anime naturaliter 
Christiane? and it is worth while to recall the fact that 
the book of Ecclesiastes had witnessed to the Divine 
compassion for the Gentile world by its recognition of 
the two attributes which even the heathen would ascribe 
to the supreme God,—those of Creator (xii. 1) and Judge 

1 The inevitable inference from the order and bounty of nature is sug- 
gested by Cicero, T'use. Quest, i. 29: ‘‘ Hee igitur, et alia innumerabilia 
cum cernimus, possumusne dubitare, quin his presit aliquis vel effector, 
si hee nata sunt, ut Platoni videtur : yel si semper fuerint, ut Aristoteli 
placet, moderator tanti operis et muneris?” This passage is referred to by 


Bishop Jacobson on Acts xiv. 17. 
2 Apologetious adv, Gent. xvii, 
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(iii. 17). It is observable, however, that the sermon at 
Athens ends with an allusion to Jesus, and the authenti- 
cation of His mission by the resurrection (Acts xvii. 31)." 

III. Christology of S. James. 

The Epistle of S. James has by some been regarded 
as the earliest portion of the New Testament, and 
prima facie it appears very unlike other New Testament 
books in tone and spirit. But there is little to warrant 
the hasty assumption that it represents the earliest type 
of Christianity, and that a Judaistic type.2 The Epistle 
might rather be described as Hebraistic than Judaistic 
in tone. Its manner and style is that of the ancient 
prophets, and it may be without inaccuracy described as 
“the farewell voice of Hebrew prophecy.” The circum- 
stances, indeed, under which the Epistle seems to have 
been written might well kindle the prophetic spirit. The 
condition of Jerusalem was most miserable; the Jews, as 
a body, were still fanatically anti-Christian, and the ever- 
accumulating load of guilt and frenzy kept the city in 
perpetual disorder and agitation. On the other hand, the 
Christians were, as a rule, in a backward state of spiritual 
development. The work of S. James was to lead on men 
who were in an immature stage of religious belief. “He 
was specially fitted for this work, because he was so much 
in sympathy with those whom he addressed.” It is 
possible that the details of Christ’s life were as yet 
comparatively unfamiliar, which would account for the 
paucity of references to our Lord. But in any case §. 
James, by his own attitude towards Christ, implicitly 
repudiates the meagre Ebionitic view of His person, 
which, perhaps, may be seen exemplified in the Didache. 


'Cp. Weiss, ad Joc. 

2 See J. B. Mayor, The Epistle of S. James, p. exxiv, 

* Dr. Hort, Judaistic Christianity, p. 151, goes so far as to say, ‘It 
chiefly illustrates Judaistic Christianity by total freedom from it.” 
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He calls himself the slave of God and of the Lord Jesus 
Christ (i. 1), and applies the title xvpsos to God and Christ 
indifferently —speaking of our Lord as xvtpsos Sons 
(ii. 1);1 he assumes that his readers hold the faith of 
Christ (ibid.); and he looks for His coming to judgment 
(v. 8,9)2 There is finally a reference to the power of the 
name (v. 14), which recalls the usage of 70 évoua in the 
Acts and in S. John’s Third Epistle It.thus seems fair’ 


- to attribute the restrained language of S. James to 


intention rather than to imperfectly developed conscious- 
ness of Christ’s person. His general aim seems to be, in 
accordance with his prophetic standpoint, the exhibition 
of the ethical aspects of Christianity—(1) as a fulfilment 
or expansion of the ancient moral law, (2) as a regenerat- 
ing power. Christianity is viewed, first, as the per- 
fect moral law. The Epistle seems to presuppose a per- 
version of §. Paul’s characteristic doctrine of justification ; 
for §. James takes pains to insist on moral law as a 
permanent element in true religion. As opposed to the 
Mosaic code, the Christian law is marked by three main 
characteristics. It is a law of freedom (i. 25), te. not a 
system of outward constraint, but a principle of inward 
life. It is a royal law, not only as given to man by one 
who is the founder of a kingdom, but also as all-regulating 
and supreme ; the substitution of love for servile fear as 
the mainspring of religious obedience (i. 8). Lastly, it 


1 Mayor understands this to mean Our Lord, who is the glory: 5b&a 
being possibly a reference to the Shekinah. See his note, ad Joc. 

2 Observe that in this last place 6 xvpws is used absolutely of Christ : 
4 mapovola Tob Kuplou HyyiKev. 

3 Dr. Fairbairn speaks severely of S. James as ‘‘ timid and conservative.” 
He complains of ‘the poverty ” of his Christology ; ‘‘the Christology,” 
he says, ‘‘is so rudimentary because of a double defect, —it is not rooted 
in the historical person, ... and it has no knowledge of the Son- 
ship,” ete. (Christ in Mod. Theol. pp. 828f.). But surely, as Salmon 
remarks (Introd. to N.T. c. xxiii.), 8. James’ ‘whole religious life had 
Jesus for its centre and foundation.” 
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is perfect, because it embodies the Divine thought, the 
absolute will of God for man (ep. Rom. xii. 2, 76 OéAnua 
Tod Oeod, Td ayabov Kal eddpectov Kal TéXeELor). 

So far, 8. James writes from the standpoint of one 
to whom the Sermon on the Mount is the foundation 
of the Christian system, and accordingly he regards our 
Lord as lawgiver and judge. But in his conception of 
Christianity as the word of truth from God (Aéyos 
ddnbelas, i. 18), we find the complementary truth that 
Christian life is a new creation, Christian grace a 
regenerating power, and a gift of God. Two expressions 
are used in this connection. The gospel is Aoyos 
ddnOelas; it has a creative power in the spiritual sphere 
like the Divine fiat in creation, andit is the instrument of 
the soul’s new birth. Adryos in this text has not, indeed, a 
personal sense, but it implies that the message of God 
to man is embodied in the life and work of the Incarnate ; 
Christ is Himself a word from God. The word of God 
is in Him, as a creative and operative power; in Him 
man is a new creature. Again, the word is implanted 
or rooted in the human soul that receives it (Adyos 
éuduros, i 21), and is the means of its salvation. The 
significance of this conception lies in the fact that. it 
marks “an immense revolution in the ordinary con- 
sciousness of a Jew.”2 It implies that in Christ is 
revealed a principle of power which the law was unable 
to bestow; it is akin to the Johannine idea of Christ as 
the revealer of grace and truth: of a gift enabling 
man to respond to the requirement of God. Perhaps we 
should connect with the doctrine of the implanted word 
or law, the passage in which S. James describes the fruits 


1 A.V. translates gupuros as equivalent to éudtrevros, ‘‘ engrafted” ; 
but see Mayor, ad loc. 

2 Dorner, Person of Christ, div. i. vol. i, p. 665 ep, Liddon, Bampton 
Lectures, pp. 285 ff. 
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of wisdom (iii. 13 ff). In the use of this term he 
seems to be referring to the Old Testament doctrine 
of wisdom, 7.e. the inward knowledge of the Divine will 
which results in active and habitual obedience In any 
case, S. James’ thought seems to be based on the 
teaching of Jeremiah as to the Messianic age, a predicted 
note of which was to be the writing of the law in the 
heart of God’s people” In Christ, not only is the will 
_of God perfectly revealed, but the means of its accom- 
plishment by man is provided. The Word of God has 
thus a twofold aspect: it is, on the one hand, God’s 
authoritative message of requirement ; on the other, it is a 
regenerating force imparted to Christians by which they 
are begotten again to a new life, which liberates. from 
the power of sin, and brings about the actual realisation 
of the Divine kingdom on earth. 

IV. S. Peter’s tirst Epistle. 

The Christology of S. Peter has the simple, direct, 
-objective character which we should expect in view otf 
the writer’s own vivid experience of our Lord’s life. Four 
leading thoughts may be discerned in the first Epistle. 

1. The continuity of the covenant people. The titles 
of God’s ancient people belong by right to Christians. 
They are the elect race, the royal priesthood, the holy 
nation, the people of possession, to which the Divine 
promises had been vouchsafed.* The gospel is the 
fulfilment of the inspired visions of prophecy; it is the 
full and glorious satisfaction of Israel’s hopes, the crown 
and climax of its history. Even the Old Testament 
was as it were an organism quickened by the Spirit of 
Christ,t foretelling the grace and glory that should follow 


1 So Weiss, Bibz. Theol. of N.T. § 52. 

2 Jerem. xxxi. 83; cp. Weiss, /.c. 

31 Pet. ii. 9; cp. Ex. xix. 6; Deut. iv. 20, ete. 

441 Pet. i. 10-12. See Weiss, Bibl. Theol. of N.7. § 48, 
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His sufferings. Christianity is in fact the embodiment of 
an eternal purpose. The sanctification of an elect people, 
consecrated to obedience by the blood of Jesus Christ, 
was foreknown from the beginning! The Gentile Chris- 
tians whom the apostle addresses are treated “as sharers 
in the ancestral prerogatives of Israel; and that not by 
an afterthought, as it were, of the Divine will, but in 
accordance with the Divine purpose as it existed before 
the beginning of things.” * 

2. The reality of the historic Christ.» His appearance 
in the flesh? was real and substantial; both in flesh and 
in spirit He was a partaker of our human nature (iii. 18, 
19, iv. 1). The value of His example lies in the fact 
that He actually suffered for us in the flesh, endured the 
penalty of sin, became by meek submission the pattern 
of faith (1 Pet. ii 21-25), passed into the sphere of 
departed spirits (iii. 18 ff). The saving power of 
Christian sacraments is derived from the grace of Christ’s 
resurrection and ascension (1 Pet. i 3, ii, 21, 22). 
Enthroned at God’s right hand, He has power to bestow 
the gift of the Spirit by whose operation Christians are 
regenerated (cp. 1 Pet. i. 23). 

3. The preternatural power of Christ’s human acts 
and sufferings. 8. Peter lays special stress on the aton- 
ing virtue of the Passion (Gi. 22 ff, iii 18 ff). The 
blood of Christ is precious (titov aiwa, i. 19); His blood- 
shedding derives its efficacy from the merit of His eternal 
person. Corresponding with this is the ascription of 


Petri. 2c 2 Hort, Judaistic Christianity, p. 155. 

*On 1 Pet. i. 20 ff., where Christ is said to be mpoeyrwaopévou mev mpd 
karaBohis Kdopou, pavepwOévros dé, k.7.d., Harnack says: ‘‘We may trace the 
specially Jewish idea of pre-existence, ¢.¢. existence in the foreknowledge 
of an omniscient and omnipotent God, of a being afterwards visibly mani- 
fested on earth” (Dogmengeschichte, vol. i. Appendix I.), In the same 
way pre-existence was attributed to the Church by early writers. §S, Peter 
implies the real pre-existence of Christ in chap. i, 11, 
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glory to Christ in chap. iv. 11, and the use of Adyos in 
chap. i. 23, which implies “a perfect revelation of God 
apparent personally.”* Like 8. James, S. Peter regards 
this living word as the source or instrument of the new 
birth. Christ is, in fact, the perfect Mediator, revealing 
God to man, and bringing man to God (iii. 18). Here 
we have a point of contact between S. Peter’s Epistle 
and the Epistle to the Hebrews; the sufferings of Christ 
-restore to man the right of access to God which had 
been hindered by human sin. The whole body of 
Christian believers constitutes a holy or royal priesthood, 
all the privileges which under the Old Covenant belonged 
to the Levitical high priest alone having been transferred 
to the Church. The sufferings and exaltation of Christ 
are thought of as consecrating to the perpetual service of 
God all those who bear the Christian name. 

4. The ‘expectation of the Messianic judgment.’ 
Through His resurrection Christ has been exalted to the 
Messianic glory (i. 21), and placed at the right hand of God, 
sharing the honour and sovereignty of the Most High (iii. 
22). On this fact Christian hope is securely based ; a hope 
which fixes itself upon the second coming of the Messiah. 
But His revelation will be a manifestation of Divine judg- 
ment. He who preached the message of salvation even to 
the spirits that once were disobedient (iii. 19) will Himself 
judge the quick and the dead. The salvation ready to be 
revealed (i. 5) means deliverance in the impending judg- 
ment, which therefore is the goal of Christian hope, and 
the moment of entry on the Christian inheritance.® 


1 Dorner, Person of Christ, div. i.vol. i. p. 703 cp. pavepwOévros, 1 Pet. i.20, 

2 See generally Weiss, Bibl. Theol. of N.T. §§ 49, 50. 

8 The authorship and date of the so-called second Epistle are alike un- 
certain. It represents our Lord as an object of knowledge (érlyrwots, 2 
Pet. i. 8, ii, 20; cp. chap. iii. 18), and this knowledge is the end of the life 
of grace. Here again by implication is given the most exalted view of 
Christ’s person. To Him belong peyarerdrns (i, 16), S6Ea Kad dpern (i. 3). 
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_ §. Jude speaks of himself as the slave of Christ (v. 1). 

His main thought is the finality of the faith of Christ, 
as One in whom we have union with God. His gift is 
eternal life; His mercy the object of hope; He whom 
heretics deny is 6 pwovos Seoméorys Kai KvpLos. 


§ III. Tue Curistotocy or 8. Pau! 


The form of 8. Paul’s Christological doctrine is largely 
determined by the moral and practical aim which the 
apostle had in view at different epochs of his life, and 
by the spiritual experiences of his own career. In his 
earlier letters he exhibits Jesus Christ in His relation 
chiefly to the fundamental need of humanity, justification 
before God; and in relation on the other hand to the 
expectations and claims of the Jewish people. Christ is 
at once the Messiah, the promised seed of Abraham, and 
the source of the righteousness in virtue of which man 
finds acceptance with God. In later Epistles we find a 
more comprehensive view of Christ’s person. The his- 
torical and cosmic significance of the Incarnation is 
insisted on; the fact that it is at once the consummation 
of an age-long purpose of God for man and for the 
universe; and the revelation of a mystery of godliness 
hitherto hidden from mankind. 

I. In the two earlier groups of Epistles (ranging in 


To know Christ is to be a partaker of the Divine nature (i. 4). “The 
author, in teaching such a participation, shows that he has passed beyond 
the Jewish separation between God and the world ; that a mighty revolu- 
tion of Jewish conceptions has been brought about by the knowledge 
that in Christ the union of God and man had been accomplished ” 
(Dorner, diy. i, vol. i, note X. p. 358). 

On the question of the genuineness of 2 Péter, see Sanday, Bampton 
Lectures, vii. note B. 

* See generally Liddon, Bampton Lectwres, pp. 831-337 ; Pfleiderer, 


Paulinismus, esp. c. 3; Pressensé, Larly Years of Christianity, vol. i. pp. 
264 ff. (.T.), 
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date from 52 to 59 a.D.) teaching as to our Lord’s person 
is mainly implicit. A position is assigned to Christ which 
seems inevitably to imply His divinity. 

Thus, in respect to His natwre and rank in the scale 
of being, Christ is invested with Divine attributes. He 
is co-ordinated with God in greetings and farewells (¢g., 
2 Thess. i 2; 2 Cor. xiii, 14). He is the source of 
S. Paul’s own apostolate (Gal. i. 1). He is represented 
as a pre-existent Being (Rom. i. 4, wvedpa;* 1 Cor. xv. 
47; 2 Cor. viii. 9); as the agent in creation (1 Cor. viii. 

6), as exercising a mediatorial function (1 Cor. x. 4). 
Finally, He is called Lord («vpvos), and in a great climactic 
passage, God over all, blessed for evermore? On the 
other hand, S. Paul has a clear grasp of our Lord’s real 
humanity, His humiliation, His sinlessness, His suffer- 
ings (Rom. i. 3, viii. 3; 2 Cor. v. 21, vill. 9, xiii. 4; Gal. 
iv. 4). Pfleiderer infers from the comparative absence 
of reference to the details of our Lord’s earthly life that 
-§. Paul had little or no knowledge of the traditional 
facts, but in reply it has been urged that S. Paul’s 
experience was of a kind peculiar to himself. By a 
sudden and violent transition he was called on “to 
believe in a glorified Lord, and not to follow a 
suffering teacher.” The Church instinctively felt. that 
his conversion “ was to him what death was to the other 
saints, the entrance into a higher life.”* Henceforth 

1 The doctrine of the Son’s pre-existence seems to be implied in this 
expression of S. Paul, as certainly it is in later theology. Cp. Lightfoot, 
S. Clement of Rome, vol. ii. p. 230, note. 

2 Rom. ix. 5. See Sanday and Headlam, ad Joc. The arguments as to 
the application of this passage are well stated in Gifford’s Commentary, 
add. note on ix. 5. Liddon, Bampton Lectwres, pp. 316 fi.; ep. Fairbairn, 
Christ in Mod. Theol. p. 308, note. 

8 Westcott, Introd. to the Gospels, p. 220; cp. Weiss, Bibl. Theol. of N.T. 
§ 58; and Fairbairn, Christ in Mod. Theol. p. 805: “The history is the 


very groundwork of the apostle’s thought, everywhere assumed in it, in- 
separable from it, the element in which it lives, moves, and has its being.” 
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he knew Christ after the flesh no more." The Christ 
present to his thought was the risen and ascended Re- 
deemer in the splendour of His Divine glory. 

But S. Paul’s conception of Christ’s person may be 
gathered no less clearly from the statements which he 
makes respecting our Lord’s office in relation to humanity. 
Not only is He the future Judge whose return is the 
Divine event towards which our universe tends (1 Thess. 
ii. 19, iii. 13, and iv. 6,175; 2 Thess. i. 8-10, etc.; Rom. 
xiv. 9; 2 Cor. v.10). He is the Justifier of humanity, 
the one Mediator between man and His Creator (Rom. x. 
4, v.15; Gal. iii, 24). He is the Giver of grace, a 
quickening Spirit, the Head of a new humanity, the second 
Adam, exercising lordship in the realm of grace as in that 
of nature (Rom. v. 18 ff.; 1 Cor. xv. 45; 2 Cor. iii. 17)? 

Further, the expression Jmage applied to Christ in both 
an earlier and later Epistle (2 Cor. iv. 4; Col. i. 15) im- 
plies that Christ is not only the representative of God, 
but the essential revealer of the invisible Father. On the 
other hand, references to Christ as sent (Rom. viii. 3 ; Gal. 
iv. 4) imply the subordination of the Son to the Father,— 
a doctrine which is implied in other passages, such as 
1 Cor. ii, 23, xi. 3, xv. 28, and is indeed inseparable 
from the conception of Sonship. 

It will be clear from this brief sketch what position 
S. Paul assigns to our Lord. His view of Christ is 
essentially (to borrow a somewhat vague modern term) 
pneumatee. Christ is the heavenly or spiritual man; 
in His original subsistence Divine, and therefore in His 
incarnate life a new creation of God, “a Being above 
nature, who has life and is capable of giving it”;3 a 
Being who assumes human nature, that He may present 

12 Cor. v. 16. * Op. Liddon, Bampton Lectures, pp. 808-310. 


* Fairbairn, op. cit, p. 811 (1 Cor. xv. 45 ff.); ep, Weiss, Bibl. Theol. 
of N.T. § 79 (vol. i, p. 408, E.T.); Harnack, Dogmengeschichte, i. pret. 
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it, perfected by obedience, as a living sacrifice to God; 
that He may indwell humanity as the source of its 
righteousness and the pledge of its future glory. It is 
thus on the whole true that the earlier Pauline Epistles 
“construe the Christian fact rather in the anthropological 
than in the Christological form.”! §. Paul’s own experi- 
ence taught him to regard Christianity mainly as a new way 
of human salvation, vouchsafed to man in the person of 
the Divine Redeemer ; as a revelation of grace bestowed 
on mankind through the mediation of the second Adam. 

The leading ideas which give distinctive character to 
S. Paul’s implicit teaching on the person of Christ seem 
to be the following :— 

1. The conception of Christ’s Lordship; to Him 
belongs a Divine sovereignty which He has merited by 
the life of creaturely service and obedience, and on the 
possession of which He entered at the resurrection. 
We preach, says the apostle, Christ Jesus as Lord2 This 
is the distinguishing mark of the Christian profession 
and of apostolic preaching. The title sums up Christ’s 
relation to the visible universe and to the Church; 

‘Christians belong to Him;* they are bound to accept 
His commands as decisive;* they are wnder law to 
Christ ;° He is the fountain-head of all grace, authority, 
and disciplinary power ;° He is to be finally looked for as 
judge.” Like S. Peter, S. Paul does not hesitate even to 
apply Old Testament Jehovah-passages to Christ; and 
he ascribes to Him that absolute sovereignty over the 


1 Dorner, Person of Christ, div. i. vol. i. p. 50. 

22 Cor. iv. 5; ep. 1 Cor. xii. 3; Rom. x. 9. 

3 Rom. xiv. 8; 1 Cor. iii. 23. 41 Cor. vii. 10, etc. 

51 Cor. ix. 21; Gal. vi. 2. 61 Cor. v. 4; 2 Cor. x. 8, xiii. 10. 

72 Cor. v. 10. 

8 Rom. x. 13; 1 Cor. ii. 16; ep. 1 Cor. x. 22. The absolute expression 
6 xbpios is often applied to Christ. 6 xdpios "Iycods in 1 Cor. xvi. 23 ; 2 
Cor. i. 14, xi. 831; ep. Rom. xiv, 14. 
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universe which belongs to Deity alone. He is Lord 
of all;+ Lord of glory;? the splendour of the Divine . 
state belongs to Him as the exalted Messiah; the 
essence of the Divine nature is His; He is Spirit.* 

2. The thought of Lordship is qualified by that of 
Sonship. Christ is in a unique sense the Son of God (6 
iScos vids, Rom. viii. 32; cp. 3), in the sacrifice of whom 
is displayed the transcendent greatness of Divine love. 
The title Son imports something beyond mere. Messianic 
dignity,—the dignity with which in the resurrection 
Christ was invested, and which was then recognised as 
essentially His own. The term denotes a personal 
relationship to God, in virtue of which the sufferings and 
death of Jesus acquire special significance. Further, 
all allusions to the sending of the Son® imply that in 
His original state or nature Jesus Christ was an in- 
habitant of heaven;® the Incarnation was a change of 
state in the life of a pre-existent being, a change which 
involved subjection to creaturely limitations and the law 
of educational discipline (yiyvea@as trod vopov, Gal. iv. 4). 
It was an act of abnegation, in which an unknown 
measure of condescending grace was exhibited.’ At the 
same time the term Son, while it implies a position of 
unique pre-existent glory and bliss, naturally conveys the 
further thought of subordination to the Father; the Son, 
notwithstanding His Divine dignity, being sealed as the 
executor and Mediator of the Divine purpose of salvation. 
Thus the Divine sovereignty of the Son is ultimately to 
be surrendered to the Father ;® for the essential relation 

1See Rom. x. 12, iv. 18 (as Lord of the Messianic kingdom Christ 
is heir of the world) ; cp. Gal. iii. 16 f.; Acts x. 36. 

griUGor. n.8; 32 Cor. iii. 17 ; ep. 1 Cor. xv.. 45. 

4Cp. Acts xiii. 83 (Ps. ii. 7); Rom. i. 4. 

> Rom, viii. 3 (wéupas); Gal. iv. 4 (eEaméorecdev). 

61 Cor. xv. 47: 6 devrepos dvOpwaros €& otpavod, 

72 Cor. viii. 9: érrwxevoe TOvcLOS Or. 81 Cor. xv. 24-28, 
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of the Son to the Father is that of dependence. The 
cessation of Christ’s kingship can only be understood 
as the close of a mediatorial function which will have 
attained its purpose. He must reign, says the apostle, till 
He hath put all His enemies under His feet. Here the 
“kingdom” is spoken of in relation to the opposition of 
a vival rule, authority, and power. It plainly means the 
sovereignty exercised by the exalted Christ for the 
accomplishment of a Divine purpose, the achievement of 
a Divine victory, the establishment in humanity of the 
kingdom of God, the overthrow of sin. “ That kingdom 
must close when its purpose is accomplished. In that 
sense, but in that only, in which a king puts down his 
enemies, and has then no more opposition to contend 
with, there is the prospect of a time when our Lord can 
be no longer King.”! ‘The position of filial dependence 
involves the ultimate cession of sovereignty to Him who 
is the source of all rule, authority, and power. 
_. 3, As to the historical human life of Christ, S. Paul 
only mentions what is to him of immediate doctrinal 
importance.? He speaks of His human descent and birth 
“under the law; His life of self-denial ; His institution of 
the Eucharist; His sufferings, death, and resurrection.® 
He also touches upon the constraining force of Christ’s 
example ;+ but there are two points on which he lays 
special stress: the consubstantiality of Christ’s humanity 
with ours; and the sinlessness of His nature. 

Christ’s human nature was of a piece with ours. He 
took to Himself flesh, with all its weakness and suscepti- 


. Milligan, The Resurrection of owr Lord, Lect.iv. See Chrys. ad loc. 
As in the Apocalypse Pacidela seems to refer less to the splendour of 
royalty than to the Old Testament conception of sovereignty as a means 
of -deliverance and victory over foes, 

2 Cp. Weiss, Bibl. Theol. of N.T. § 78. 
3 Gal. iii, 16; Rom. ix. 5; Gal. iv. 4; Rom. xv. 3; 1 Cor. xi. 23, ete, 
42 Cor. x. 1; 1 Cor. xi. 1; 2 Cor. viii. 9, 
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bility to suffering and death? S. Paul contrasts the 
flesh of Christ with a higher element in His being (Rom. 
i. 3, ix. 5): the term odp£& being clearly employed to 
denote the totality of human nature: that which is 
characteristic of man as such (elsewhere comprehended 
in the expression poppy Sovdov, Phil. ii. 7). In virtue 
of this bodily nature, from which the life of the soul 
(rux7}) is inseparable, Christ was subject to suffering, 
temptation, and death ; in a word, to all the ordinary 
affections and experiences of sinless humanity2 For the 
“flesh” is not in itself necessarily sinful; it has become 
the sphere and instrument of sin only through the misuse 
of human free will. Christ is “ flesh,” is “man,” morally 
such as he originally was, but physically such as sin has 
left him, 4.e. subject. to creaturely weakness, pain, tempta- 
tion, and death, but sinless. The flesh in Christ is not the 
flesh of sin; He knew no sin (2 Cor. v. 21); He came into 
the world only in the likeness of the flesh of sin, 2.e. subject 
to all the outward conditions and experiences of sin- 
stricken humanity, subject to the pressure of temptation, 
and of all the vicissitudes which are the normal conse- 
quences of human sin. Paul does not anywhere touch 
directly upon the subject of the supernatural birth; he 
speaks of Christ as made of a woman (Gal. iv. 4) in a context 
where the main thought is similarity of the general con- 
ditions common to Christ and the race He came to redeem. 
Consequently we cannot appeal to him as bearing testimony 
to the evangelic tradition; but as he nowhere contradicts 


19 Cor. xiii. 4; Rom. vi. 9. 

2On S. Paul’s usage of odpt, see Weiss, Bibl. Theol. of N.T. § 68; 
Liddon, Ep. to the Romans, p. 4; Gifford, Ep. to the Romans, Introd. p. 
48; Pfleiderer, Pawlinismus, vol.i. See H. Scott Holland’s serm., ‘‘ Made 
under the Law ” (On Behalf of Belief, p. 187). 

2 On Rom. viii. 3, see Gifford’s additional note; Weiss, § 78, etc. The 
doctrine of Christ’s sinlessness is dealt with in a later part of this book. 
See Orig. i loc. and esp. Tert. de Carne Chr, xvi. 
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it, we may take it for granted that he would admit the 
virginal birth as the natural and credible account of a 
supernatural fact, which he evidently accepts, namely, 
the sinlessness of our Lord’s manhood.+~ 

4, The significance assigned by §. Paul to Christ’s 
death and resurrection may be urged as a proof of the 
exalted conception he had formed of His person! It is 
only necessary to point out the leading -aspects of the 
Divine sacrifice which meet us in the earlier Epistles. 
It is, first, a supreme display of Divine righteousness and 
love: righteousness vindicating the law that sin deserves 
and necessarily involves penalty; love finding a way 
by free self-sacrifice to reconcile holiness with mercy.” 
Again, it is a vicarious self-oblation: a representative 
offering, a submission to the law of Divine justice made 
on behalf of men by One who suffered in their stead ;* 
One who submitted, though sinless, to be the sacrifice 
for sin. Again, it is a redemption, the blood of Christ 
being a propitiatory sacrifice by which mankind was 
delivered from the curse and tyranny of sin. The 
phrase aodvtpwovs (Rom. iii. 24) implies, according to 
' Old Testament usage, the idea of deliverance, but at a 
mighty cost. The self-surrender of Christ to death is 
described as a redemption-price (tu, 1 Cor. vi. 20, vii. 
23) with which mankind has been purchased, but the 
thought is combined with that of propitiation. Lastly, 
the work of Christ is regarded ultimately as a reconcilia- 
tion, or atonement, by which God again admits man, on 
his submission to the Divine will, into favour and friend- 
ship. In this connection it is the obedience of Christ, 


1Cp. Weiss, § 80. 

2 See Rom. iii. 25, 26, iv. 25, viii. 832; 1 Cor. xv. 3; Gal. ii. 20. 

32 Cor. v. 14, 15; mepl qudv, 1 Thess. v. 10; vaeép rav duapriav hucy, 
_1 Cor. xv. 3; dua 7a raparrépara judy, Rom. iv. 25. 

£2 Cor. v, 21, 
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exemplified both in His life and in His submission to 
death, that is the means of reconciliation, while the ground 
of it is to be found in the Divine mercy? The result of 
this act of grace is the acceptance, or justification, of 
man, and the imparting to him of the righteousness of 
Christ2 The new life of Christians, however, is the 
self-communication of the risen Redeemer’s life and 
erace. If they are reconciled to God by the death of 
His Son, they are saved by His life* Thus the work 
of Christ as man’s atoning sacrifice is merged in His 
function as the mediator of salvation. The resurrection 
sets as it were the seal upon the Redeemer’s work, and 
is the proof of its efficacy and acceptance with God. 
This mode of conceiving Christ’s work entirely corre- 
sponds to the “ pneumatic” view of His Person. “ Theo- 
logy was to Paul,” says Harnack, “ looking forwards, the 
doctrine of the liberating power of the Spirit (of Christ) 
in all the concrete relations of human life and need. 
The Christ who has already overcome law, sin, and 
death, lives as Spirit, and through His Spirit lives in 
believers, who for that very reason know Him not after 
the flesh. He is a creative power of life to those who 
receive Him in faith, that is to say to those who are 
justified.” The pre-existent, crucified, risen, and 
exalted Christ is in fact the ruling principle and 
_ Secisive element in the theology of 8. Paul. 
From this brief summary of the apostle’s earlier teach- 
ing we turn to his more explicit theological statements. 
II. The explicit Christological teaching of S. Paul may 
be best exhibited by a brief consideration of three con- 
spicuous passages which treat the Incarnation from 
different points of view. 
1. The method of redemption is described in the 


1Rom. v. 10, 11; 2 Cor. v. 18-20. 2 Rom. v. 9. 
5 Rom, v. 10, 4 Harnack, Dogmengeschichte, i. p. 82. 
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earliest Epistle of the first captivity, Phil. i. 5-11. It 
should be observed that the whole passage is introduced 
with a practical moral purpose,—to illustrate the spirit 
of self-sacrifice, which does not insist on its rights. Our 
Lord is presented as the pattern of one who foregoes pre- 
rogatives that might be claimed, and renounces the state 
of pre-mundane sovereignty which by right was His. This 
is generally allowed to be the motive of the passage. 

The chief points to be observed in this great passage 
are the following :— 

(a) The unity of the person whose action is described. 
The passage starts from the historical person Jesus Christ, 
and traces the continuous action of a single personal will. 
The Incarnation is the transition, or descent,? from a 
heavenly to an earthly and human existence; from a 
state of glory to one of servitude and trial. 

(b) The pre-existence of Jesus: év poppy Oeod 
imdpyov. This phrase implies possession of all the 
characteristic and essential attributes of Deity. jopdy 
is not to be confounded with ovcla, but only one who 
was God could subsist év wopdA Ocod. The word popdy in 
fact comprises all those qualities which convince us of 
the real presence of a being or object.2 In this state 


1 See E. H. Gifford, The Incarnation: a Study of Phil. u. 5 ff: 

2 Cp. Eph. iv. 10, 6 xaraBds. 

8 See Lightfoot, ad loc. ; Chrys. ad doc. ; Trench, Synonyms of the N.T. 
§ 70. popoy presupposes ovela and pious, and cannot exist without them. 
“woop addit essentie et proprietatibus essentialibus et naturalibus alia 
etiam accidentia que veram rei naturam sequuntur et quibus, quasi linea- 
mentis et coloribus, ovcta et @vous conformantur atque depinguntur.”— 
Zanchius (ap. Bruce, Humiliation of Christ, p. 19). Chrys,, however, says 
hh popdy Tod Oe0d, Beod piors. It would be more strict to say, perhaps, that 
the Son of God could part with popph Gcod but not with ovcla or pias 
Geot. But, says Chrys., ov« éorw addys ovolas dvra, Thy Addys moppip exeuw. 
‘Tn our case,” he adds, ‘who have a composite nature (otverou), form 
_ pertains to the body. But in the case of the simple, uncompounded 
nature, it pertains to the essence (odelas)” (ad Phil. 238 D.). 
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our Lord originally subsisted, i.e. before his Incarnation. 
Equality in state with God (rd elvar ica Ges), with all 
that it implied of glory and bliss, was His own. But He 
did not regard this state as a prize or dignity to be 
retained. He therefore ceased for a season to be equal 
in state to God He surrendered the enjoyment of 
privileges which He might have claimed. 

(c) The xévwois is the process or method by which 
our Lord emptied Himself of the state of Deity. The 
voluntariness of the action is eniphasised (éxévwcev 
éavrév). In what this self-emptying consisted it is 
impossible to speculate. S. Paul, however, implies that 
though in the abstract difficult to conceive, it was a real 
act of the Divine will;? he does not exclude the idea 
that the Son of God continued in some sense to be what 
He was before. So Chrysostom insists, wéveav, dnoty, 6 Hv, 
éxaBev 6 ovk Hv.2 The real point is the exhortation to 
imitate the mind of Christ; there is no special insistance 
on the mystery of the act by which He became incarnate.* 


1 With drdpxwy, x.7.d., cp. S. John’s év dpx7 fy (i. 1), and the statement 
of S. Jo. xvii. 5. Chrysostom insists @vois yap éAdtTrwy ovK ay Svvaito 
dpmdcat 70 elvar ev meydrn’ oloy 6 dvOpwros ovk dv Sivarto aprdoa 70 yever bat 
isos dyyé\w kard tiv diow. Harnack (Dogmengesch. vol. i, Appen- 
dix 1) deals very fully with the Pauline (Hellenic) conception of pre- 
existence. S. Paul, he thinks, is the primary author of that form of 
Christology which was afterwards expressed as follows :—Xpuoros, 6 kdpios 
6 owoas Huds, av pev 7d mpGrov mvedua, eyévero cap— Kal otrws Huds 
éxddeoev (2 Clem. ix.). The idea that Christ is 7 dpx} ris xricews Tod 
Geod (Apoc. iii. 4) is to be referred to the specifically Jewish idea of pre- 
existence. Thus, according to Harnack, 8. Paul (and also §. John) holds 
a theory midway between the Jewish and Greek ideas of pre-existence. 
Harnack’s view, however, seems to be based on a partial and biassed survey 
of the earliest Christian thought. 

2 Cp. the parallel passage, 2 Cor. vill. 9: 6: duds éerrwyevce Trovouos dy. 

3 ad Phil. 247 E., 248 D. Aug. in Joh. xvii. 16: ‘‘Non se exinanivit 
amittens quod erat, sed accipiens quod non erat.” See also Cyril 
Alex.’s exposition, Zp. ad Johann. Antioch, 107 ¢. ff. [Pusey, U'hree Epp. 
of S. Cyr. p. 48). 

4 Bruce, Humiliation of Christ, p. 16. 
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(d) The assumption of another nature is implied in 
the words AaBeiv, yiyvecOar. The Son of God assumes 
the form of a servant (wopdyv Sovrov), i.e. the essential 
attributes of a servant of God: the life of creaturely 
dependence and service as contrasted with the glory and 
sovereignty of the Son in His natural state! The phrase 
being made in the likeness of men brings out the complete 
and representative character of Christ’s assumed nature. 
In relation to men He was like them (év opoiwpate 
avOpérwv); He was one of themselves? The Greek 
phrase does not imply a docetic view. “He does not 
mean,” says Chrysostom, “that Christ did not possess 
a body of flesh, but that His flesh sinned not, and was 
only like to the flesh that had sinned. It was like in 
nature, but not in defect (cata tHv dvow, od Kata TV 
kaxiav)= ‘Likeness’ implies that it was not in ail 
respects the same, eg. as regards conception of a virgin, 
and sinlessness.” Finally, Christ was found (appeared) 
in outward fashion as a man; He passed through the 
external phases of ordinary human experience. The 
incidents of His life were such as could fall under the 
observation of His fellow-men.* Yet the word fashion 
(cxjpa) implies that this was a transitory phase, a 
temporary stage, in Christ’s human development. 

(ec) The essential characteristic of the nature assumed 
by the Divine Son was submission to the will of God. 


1 Joh. Damase. de Orth. Fide, iii. 21: Kal dovdAnv avédaBev dicw, Kal ydp 
dovAn cor 7 avOpmrou plows TH rwojoayTe avTiv Oe@. Corn. a Lap. (ad 


Phil. 1.¢.): ‘‘ Hee servitus . . . creature, qua talis est propria, in duobus 
consistit: primo, quod creatura tota sit subiecta dominio Dei, utpote que 
totum suum esse a Deo. . . accepit et continuo accipit ; secundo, quando 


rationalis creatura est, obligatur in omnibus Deo quasi Domino parere, 
eum revereri et colere: que duo Christo, ut homo est competunt.” 

2 Joh. Damase. /.c.: doddos mel? nudv KexAnuévos. 

3 ad Phil. 248 A. ; ep. Pfleiderer, Pawlinismus [E.T.], i. p. 53. 

4 oxijua, habitus, cultus, vestitus, victus, gestus, sermones et avtiones, 
—Bengel. 
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He was obedient unto death; His human nature was 
made the organ of a perfect obedience. In the word 
obedient Christ’s entire human experience is summarily 
comprised ;+ and the conditions under which obedience 
was rendered were voluntarily assumed (éraeivwoev 
éavrov). There was on Christ’s part a voluntary con- 
tinuance in the state which He assumed. 

(f) The reward of human obedience was exaltation, 
according to a necessary law of Divine action (600 xal, _ 
v. 9). The manhood of Jesus Christ is raised from death 
to be the organ of supreme sovereignty and the object 
of universal adoration. The exaltation is here regarded, 
not as a necessary consequence of the union of the 
human with the Divine in the person of Jesus, but as an 
illustration of a fundamental law of the moral universe. 

Thus in outline S. Paul describes the conditions under 
which redemption was achieved. He says nothing as to 
the problems which the doctrine of the xévwous presents 
to faith. Only one thing is strictly necessary for the 
purposes of the apostle’s argument, namely, the truth that 
He who thus vouchsafed to undergo a true human experi- 
ence was Himself more than man. The great purpose of 
the entire passage is to represent the Incarnation of the 
Divine Son as an act of immeasurable condescension. 
Christ’s obedience “ would lose its highest significance as 
a pattern and prototype if it were not the obedience 
of Him who was originally and essentially the Lord of 
glory. . . . They who make Christ a mere man, in order, 
as they say, to do honour to the ethical, the human, 
weaken and injure the ethical, because they deny to 

u Christ the means and the possibility of the highest 
oe of love. The truly ethical, truly human 
bastample which Christ has left us rests on the mysterious 
of the Divine in His being, and loses its power, 

1Cp. Rom. v.19; Heb. v. 8 
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becomes empty and flat, when it is detached from 
this.” ? 

2. The most impressive description of the Redeemer’s 
person is found in the Epistle to the Colossians (chap. 1. 
15-20). In the third group of his Hpistles, to which 
this letter belongs, 8S. Paul is no longer confronting 
Judaistic error as to salvation, but a Judeo-Oriental con- 
ception of Christ’s person.2 In the heresy which the 
Colossian Church seems to have exhibited in a nascent 
form, it has been customary to trace the fundamental 
idea of the Gnostic cosmology, namely, that of the essential 
inherent evil of matter. It is not necessary to pursue 
this conception to its source. It is sufficient to pomt 
out its practical consequences, which were mainly two. 

(1) If matter is evil, the question arises how God can 
create or otherwise come in contact with matter? This 
problem was’solved by the supposition that there existed 
a hierarchy of intermediate beings, each containing less 
of the Divine element than the one higher in the scale. 
The lowest of these beings, it was taught, would be 
sufficiently akin to gross matter to come into contact and 
‘ relation with it. 

(2) But again, if matter be evil, how can the soul be 
liberated from its control? In answer to this question 
use was made of the Christian idea of redemption, which 
was represented as consisting in the liberation of spirit 
from the trammels of matter. This result was to be 
achieved by a rigid asceticism, and by contempt and 
depreciation of the body. 


1 Martensen, Christian Ethics (General), § 79. 

2Dr. Hort (Judaistic Christianity, pp. 116 ff.) questions the current 
opinion that the Colossian heresy was of a speculative type, connected with 
Fssene influences. His weighty arguments make the connection at least 
very doubtful. The distinctive features of the heresy seem rather to be 
* derived from Palestinian (Pharisaic) Judaism than from Hssene influence. 
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These ideas appear in their developed form in later 
Gnosticism ; but in germ, at any rate, they underlie the. 
mode of thought which S. Paul combats by a direct and 
positive statement of the significance of Christ’s person, 
and the effect of His work in practically abrogating the 
ceremonial ordinances of Judaism. 

In this passage the Son of God is exhibited as the 
Image of the invisible God. The term eixwv, which S. 
. Paul uses in an earlier Epistle (2 Cor. iv. 4), implies a 
twofold function of the Son. (1) In Him is presented 
the adequate and essential expression of the Divine 
nature; He is the wsible representation of Deity, because 
in Him dwells the plenitude of Divine attributes. (2) 
He is the revealer of Deity, manifesting that which in 
itself is invisible. His character is a true manifestation 
of the Divine glory; in Him is conveyed to man a real 
and perfect knowledge of God. The function here 
ascribed to the Jmage is equivalent to that of S. John’s 
Logos (cp. 8. Jo. i. 18, xiv. 9, 10). 

From this conception of the Son’s person follows the 
truth of His essential relation to the natural creation and 
to the new creation—the Church of redeemed humanity. 

i. The Son is firstborn of all creation, or in relation to 
all creation. To Him belongs the dignity of primogeni- 
ture (rpwrordxia); in relation to creation He is prior 
to tt (avtds cots po TavTwv), and exercises sovereignty over 
it. In fact, the expression zpwrtdToxos, when considered 
in its context, implies the Son’s pre-existence ; while its 
Messianic associations suggest the idea of lordship and 
heirship.? 

The mediatorial function is thus involved in the fact of 
Divine Sonship, and this is first exercised in the act of 
creation. All things were created in Him, as their 


*See Lightfoot and T. K. Abbott, ad loc.; Liddon, Bampton Lectures, 
pp. 821 ff; and Weiss, Bibl. Theol. of N.T. § 108. 
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archetype; by Him as the co-operating agent; wnto Him 
as their final cause. All things in Him cohere, hold 
together (auveotnxev). The laws which by their inter- 
action bind the universe into a rational and ordered whole 
(xdoos) are expressions of His mind. In Him created 
life eternally was (Rev. iv. 11); the universe was ever 
present to the thought of God. The pre-existent Word 
was, in the phrase of Philo, the xdopos vontos: the 
ground and source of all existence There is, in fact, 
but one link between God and the universe, between the 
absolute and the world of matter, namely, the person of 
the Son. 

ii. The Son also stands in an essential relation to the 
Church, or new creation. “The Creator,’ says a living 
writer, “is so bound to His creation that He cannot 
allow it to be divided from Him by evil, for this would 
be its ruin. ‘And so at the touch of evil the cosmology 
becomes a soteriology; for when sin enters the world, 
the Creator, who is good, has no choice but to become the 
Saviour.” The mediatorial function which the Son 
exercises as Creator, He fulfils also as Redeemer. He is 
‘the one link between God and mankind. “He absorbs 
in Himself the whole function of mediation. Through 
Him alone, without any interposing link of communica- 
tion, the human soul has access to the Father. He is 
the Head with whom all the living members of the body 
are in direct and immediate communication, who suggests 
their manifold activities to each, who directs their several 
functions in subordination to the healthy working of the 
whole, from whom they individually receive their inspira- 
tion and their strength.” # 

It is unnecessary to dwell on the details of this 


1Cp. Martensen, Christian Dogmatics, § 125. 
2 Fairbairn, Christ in Modern Theology, p. 
3 Lightfoot, Colossians, p. 1838 (ed. 1). 
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passage; it will suffice to point out its leading thought, 
the cosmical significance of Christ's person and work. — 
In the earlier Epistles the thought of the exaltation of 
Christ pointed back to that of His heavenly origin. 
But it is characteristic of the group of Epistles to which 
the Colossians belongs that the significance of the 
Redeemer’s person is deduced a priori from the mystery 
of God’s creative thought, according to which the purpose 
of salvation was intimately connected with the plan of 
the universe realised in creation. The eternal purpose 
of love is fittingly and naturally carried into effect 
through the agency of God’s Beloved, the Son of His love, 
who alone can endue humanity with the grace of adoptive 
sonship. As all things were created by the Son, so all 
were created for Him (es adrov). The ultimate goal of 
the universe is the restoration of all things to their 
natural dependence on Christ as the centre and source of 
their life and movement2 This conception of Christ 
marks an advance in the later theology of S. Paul, as 
compared with that. of his earlier Epistles. 

3. In Ephesians i. 3—14 is described the exten- 
sion of the incarnate life in the kingdom of redeemed 
humanity. 

The conception of Christ’s person as the source of a 
new life, the archetype of a new nature, leads on to the 
idea of a catholic society, of which the risen and ascended 
Lord is the Head and life-giving principle. The Church 
is contemplated as perpetuating the life of the Son of 
God, and as uniting individual souls to Him by a process 
of incorporation. The quickening power of Christ’s 
spiritualised humanity is the principle of the Church’s 
unity, and the gift which it perpetuates. 

The first chapter of the Epistle to the Ephesians speaks 


1 Eph. i. 6; Col. i. 13. 
2 Eph, i. 10: dvaxefarandcacOa ra mdvra év Xpeor@. 
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of this gift of a new life—the characteristic gift of the 
new society—under a threefold aspect. 

i. The gift is predestined by the Father. Individually, 
men are destined for the privilege and status of sonship, 
which is to be realised through union with Christ (dua 
*Inood Xpiotod, v. 5). This “sonship” is one not only 
of mystical connection through a new birth, but of moral 
affinity: He chose us out before the foundation of the world 
that we should be holy and without blenvish before Him in 
love. The historical work of Jesus Christ is the founda- 
tion of the Church’s existence, but though the Incarna- 
tion is an event in time, it is the fulfilment of an eternal 
and world-embracing purpose, to be realised in the elect 
community of which Christ is the Head.? 

it The gift is communicated to mankind in Christ, 
the Author of our redemption by means of His blood. 
According to the Divine purpose for the universe, all 
things are to be summed up (dvaxeharatdoacban, v. 10) 
in Christ. He was foreordained to be the principle of 
their unity, the source of their life, the mainspring of 
their renewal, the controller of their movement. His 
‘work is one of reconciliation or restitution of all things 
to a state which they were predestined to attain; a 
restoration of harmony between God and the universe.” 

But the Church of redeemed humanity stands in a 
peculiarly close relation to the Redeemer’s person. If 
He is the Head of the body, she is the complement, or 
fulness, of His being (wAnp@ya).? To her Christ com- 
municates the totality of His Divine attributes, so that 
she herself becomes filled up to the measure of Divine 
fulness ;* she attains, by perpetual increase, to the full 
stature which in Christ she is predestined to reach. 
By the gradual extension of the incarnate life, the 


1 Cp. Eph. i. 22, iv. 15. 2 Eph. ii. 16. 
* Eph, i. 23, 4 Eph. iii. 19, 


112 THE INCARNATION 


universal lordship of Christ is vindicated and manifested ; 
the sum of things in heaven and in earth is again 
gathered into harmonious unity under the headship of 
the Divine Son; the whole creation, spiritual and 
material,—every order of being, angelic or human,—is 
included in the scope of Christ’s redemptive work. 

iii, Finally, the gift of the new spiritual life is sealed 
by the bestowal of the Holy Spirit, the characteristic 
endowment or blessing of the new creation. Through His 
operation the soul undergoes a new birth which conveys 
the remission of sins, and translates into a new sphere of 
being. The subjective condition of this process is faith.* 

A careful comparison of the leading ideas of the 
different groups of Epistles, shows that S. Paul is guided 
by the same fundamental principles in each ; but in later 
letters he develops these principles in greater detail and in 
amore contemplative tone. The idea of salvation as a 
mystery, as hidden wisdom, is expanded in the Ephesians, 
and the work of Christ is described with the use of much 
the same imagery as in Romans and Corinthians. The 
ideas of redemption, reconciliation, peace; the associations 
connected with sacrificial blood, meet us in the later as in 
the earlier group of Epistles. The sealing of Christians 
with the Spirit, which is the earnest of their inheritance ; 
the grace of adoption and heirship; the antithesis between 
faith and works, between the righteousness of the law 
and the righteousness obtained from God; the high 
significance attached to Christ’s resurrection, and to baptism 
as an act of incorporation into Christ—all these thoughts 
reappear in an expanded and richer form in the Epistles 
of the captivity. From a doctrinal point of view, there- 
fore, it is a mistake to over-emphasise the differences of 
literary form which distinguish the later from the earlier 
writings of the apostle? 


1 Eph, i. 18. ° Op. Weiss, Bibl. Theol. of N.T. § 100. 
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Without going into further detail, we may give an 
idea of the place which our Lord occupies in 8. Paul’s 
thought by a very brief survey of the leading Christo- 
logical thoughts of each group of Epistles. 

In the Epistles to the Thessalonians Christ is referred 
to more than once as the Judge of men. We have 
already noticed what that claim on His behalf necessarily 
implies. To S. Paul the coming (sapoveia) of Jesus 
Christ is the supreme event to which creation moves! 
It will be a moment of revelation: the Lord Jesus shall 
be revealed from heaven with His mighty angels? It is 
impossible to conceive that He for whom Christians are 
exhorted to patiently wait;* He who is the author of 
their salvation, the deliverer from Divine wrath,‘ the 
dispenser of grace,’ the present comforter of His people 
—can be less than Divine. 

In the Epistles to the Corinthians, Galatians, and 
Romans the work of Christ is contemplated in its 
relation to anthropology. Christ is the source of justifi- 
cation and of spiritual life to mankind; while to the 
apostle himself, He is Master, Lord, and Judge ; the source 
of his ministerial power, the sustainer of his weakness, 
the subject of his preaching. 

S. Paul’s doctrine of justification is based on the 
dignity of the person of Christ. The Judaisers whom 
he confronts in the Epistle to the Galatians were men 
who either had never understood, or were wilfully 
rejecting, the completed work of Jesus Christ. The 
whole antithesis between grace and law, faith and works, 
which underlies the Epistle, rests on the assumption that 
the religion of Christ is absolute and final. All that 
preceded it was rudimentary, preparative, imperfect, dis- 


1] Thess, i. 10, ii. 19, v. 23. 22 Thess. i. 7, ii. 8. 
392 Thess. iii. 5. 41 Thess, i. 10, v. 9 
51 Thess. v. 28; 2 Thess. i. 12. § 2 Thess. ii. 17. 
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ciplinary. In Christ the promise of God was fulfilled ; 
the promise of blessing, the promise of righteousness. 
What is it that gives this finality to the justifying work 
of Jesus Christ? How is it that in Him man is finally 
liberated from the bondage of the law? Why is His 
eross an object of glory and exultation? The answer is 
that the author of redemption is in a unique sense the 
Son of God The grace of His passion and resurrection 
is independent of historical limits of time; it is per- 
petuated in the life of the redeemed; it is imparted in 
the sacrament of regeneration? which incorporates the 
believer into Christ;— identifies him with Christ, “ whose 
perfect obedience and expiatory sufferings are thus trans- 
ferred to him.”3 Finally, the great blessing which 
prophecy had foretold—the gift of the Spirit—is com- 
municated in and through Christ. God hath sent forth 
the Spirit of His Son into your hearts* And the faith 
which on man’s part appropriates the blessings of redemp- 
tion ; the faith which justifies; the faith which saves, 
has Jesus Christ for its object. Christ is, in fact, to the 
soul that which its Creator and God alone can be. He 
is the object of the soul’s supreme act of self-surrender,® 
of its most absolute confidence and trust. 

In the Epistles to Corinth and to the Romans Christ’s 
manhood is presented as the source of spiritual life to 
mankind. He is the quickening spirit who makes alive 
the dead inert mass of humanity. He accomplishes this 
in virtue of His relation to the race as a whole, which is 
analogous to the position of the first Adam. The work 
of each man, the first and the second, is, in accordance 
with the law of solidarity, universal in its effects. Each 
is in a sense a “ universal” person, transmitting the con- 

1Gal. ii, 20, iv. 4. * Gal. iii, 27 ; ep. Rom. vi. 1-11; Col. ii. 12. 


3 Liddon, Bampton Lectures, p. 348. 4 Gal. iv. 6. 
° Gal. ii. 16, 20, ete. ; ep. Liddon, Z.c, 
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sequences of his action to his posterity. The first Adam 
transmits to his descendants the natural weakness and 
ability to corruption and death that resulted from his 
sin. The second Adam transmits the effects and benefits 
of His sinless righteousness ; but it is by a new birth, and 
according to the law of a supernatural life. For by the 
resurrection the humanity of Christ is spiritualised and 
endued with an all-pervasive, penetrating,.and vitalising 
power. In Christ shall all be made alive. The weak, 
petty, but destructive cause of man’s ruin—Adam’s act 
of lawless disobedience—is more than counterbalanced 
by the full, rich, and exuberant power of Christ’s work. — 
For grace is mightier than sin; life than death; Divine 
Spirit than the life of nature. And here again. we are 
compelled to acknowledge that the source of life, the 
renewer of humanity, must be more than human; for 
His work of re-creation is such as belongs only to the 
original Creator of man’s nature.t 

. Passing to the next great group of Epistles, those 
belonging to the first captivity, we find an expansion of 
fundamental ideas already suggested. In these Christ 
occupies “not. simply an historical, but a cosmical place.” 2 
The mystical aspect of Christology is brought into promin- 
ence: the relation of Christ as Mediator to the whole 
system of created things; the method, the efficacy, and 
the universal significance of His redemptive work. This 
has been already illustrated at greater length. It is 
sufficient now to gather up the main: thoughts which 
the apostle develops: (1) that of the Kévwous — the 
mystery of Divine self-limitation;? (2) that of the 
avaxepadraiwors—the “recapitulation” of all things in 
Christ : the consummation of their destiny, the restoration 
of their original unity, the fulfilment of the primal 


1Sce Rom. v. 12-21; 1 Cor. xv. 21, 22, 45-48, 
2 Fairbairn, Christ in Modern Theology, p. 318. 3 Phil: ii. 5 ff. 
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purpose of creation ;1 (3) that of reconcilement betweert 
God and man on the one hand, between Jew and Gentile - 
on the other, in the one body of the Crucified.2 In each 
of these great themes, the real point insisted upon is the 
dignity of Him whose life and death and resurrection 
have been so rich a revelation of Divine grace, so un- 
speakably powerful in effect, so universal in scope. The 
glory of a Divine Person is implied in the various titles 
of our Lord in these Epistles: Lord,? First-begottent Head 
of the Church> Son of God’s loves Image of the invisible 
God,’ He that filleth all in all® It is implied in His work 
as Mediator, His grace as indweller of hearts? as the 
sanctifier of the Church, as Saviour, as the Lord of a 
kingdom,” as the possessor of the plenitude of Divine 
attributes.% It is in keeping with this that to the 
apostle himself Christ is the central object of thought 
and contemplation, faith and hope, love and service, 
devotion and adoration. 

Of the Epistles to Timothy and Titus it needs only to 
be said that they reproduce, without materially adding 
to, the conceptions of Christ’s person already developed in 
the earlier Epistles. They insist, perhaps, more fully on 
the universality of Christ’s redemptive work. The writer 
evidently regards our Lord’s person with a profound sense 
of veneration and awe. He dwells on the mercy which 
Christ had displayed towards himself; he contemplates 
Christ as the awarder of the final crown. For the rest 
he speaks of Him as Mediator, and uses a phrase more 
familiar in the writings of 8. John, which implies Christ’s 
dignity as a pre-existent Being.!6 


1 Eph. i. 10. 2 Eph. ii. 13 ff. Shi islae * Col. i, 15. 

5 Gol.a. 18: 8 Col. i. 18, MCol.sa., Uy 8 Eph. i, 23. 
* Eph. iii, 17. 10 Eph. v. 26. 1 Phil. iii. 20. 1 Col. i. 13. 
12 Cola ia Lo: 4 See 1 Tim. ii. 8 ff.; ep. generally Weiss, §§ 107, 108. 


1 Tim. i. 16, ete. 16 édavepwOn, 1 Tim, iii. 16. 
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Enough has been said to illustrate the wealth of S. 
Paul’s thought, and the profound depth of his insight 
into the mystery of Christ. The impetuosity and energy 
of his style in earlier Epistles gives place in his later 
writings to the calm, chastened, and contemplative 
manner of one who had done and suffered much for the 
cause of Jesus Christ. 
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§ IV. THe EpistLe to THE HeEprews 


THE Epistle to the Hebrews was apparently written 
to Christians of Jewish descent, who were familiar with 
the ceremonial worship of the temple; probably to some 
definite society, eg., the Christian Church of Jerusalem, 
or some neighbouring community. The writer is dealing 
- with believers, whose insight into the true .significance of 
their religion is narrow and defective ; who bitterly feel 
their isolation and exclusion from the fellowship of their 
fellow-Israelites, and who under the pressure of manifold 
troubles are tempted to apostasy, and are actually betray- 
ing symptoms of spiritual degeneracy. This temper the 
writer confronts by exhibiting Christianity as the final, the 
absolute religion: both because it perfectly accomplishes 
the true and only end of religion‘—the union of God 
with man; and because it fulfils the great spiritual ideas 
suggested by the sacrificial ordinances of the Mosaic law. 
The general thought differs from that which is most 
characteristic of S. Paul. The main. idea of the Epistle 
to the Hebrews is not the abolition, but the fulfilment of 
‘the ceremonial law in the person and work of the 
historical Christ. 

The Epistle deals with the subject of the Incarnation 
under three heads: 

I. The person of the Son (chaps. i—vi.), in whom is 
revealed and realised the true destiny of man. Christ 
is set forth as the perfect Mediator. 

(a) As being vids Geod, Jesus Christ is the natural 
Mediator in creation, and true revealer of God. He 
conveys to man a final authoritative message from God. 
He is the “Apostle” of God (iii. 1). This thought is 
developed in terms which point to the writer’s connection 


1 Note especially the recurrence of the words redeodv, mpocépxecbat, 
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with Alexandria. The Son is described as the radiance 
or effulgence of the Divine glory, we. perfectly manifesting ~ 
the Divine character and attributes; and also as express 
image of the Divine essence, i.e. embodying in a distinct 
personality the totality of Godhead. The natural Medi- 
ator in nature—upholding the universe as creator, sus- 
tainer, and heir of all things, He is in virtue of His 
Sonship the effective Mediator in the sphere of grace. 
In His own person He makes atonement for sin; in His 
own person He assumes our nature,’ and lifts it to the 
Divine throne.! 

Such is the transcendent dignity of the Son of God, 
and it is exhibited by the method of comparison. Christ 
is contrasted successively with the highest ministers of 
the old dispensation. He is above prophets, above angels, 
above Moses the mediator of the law, above Joshua the 
giver of rest to Israel. The partial and fragmentary 
message of the prophets is contrasted with the final and 
authoritative word of the Son; the dependence and 
service of created angels with the immutability, the 
eternal years, the universal sovereignty of the Son; the 
minister in God’s household with the maker of the house ; 
the captain who brought Israel into the troubled rest of 
Canaan with the ascended King who provides for the 
people of God the repose of an eternal sabbath.2 The 
main effect of this series of contrasts is to heighten the 
thought of the unbroken continuity of Christ’s work. 
The same sovereign will has ever been calmly at work, 
bearing all things on their course to a predestined end.? 

(0) Christ is also truly man ; His humanity is perfect, 
real, representative. He stands in relation to mankind 
as one of a community of brethren; one with them in 


1Chap. i. 1-8. On. the Christology of the Epistle, see Westcott, 
Hebrews, 424f.; Bruce, The Hp. to the Hebrews, chap. xxi. 
2 Chap. i. 1, 4 ff., iii, 1-6, iv. 8 ff. 3 Chap. i. 3. 
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the conditions of a moral probation on earth; the fore- 
runner, in whose exaltation through suffering is seen the 
Divine purpose for man. Accordingly the writer insists 
(1) on Christ’s experience of our lot as complete. He 
is captain of a host; one of many brethren; we are 
partakers of Him who laid hold of the seed of Abraham. 
He shares the general conditions of a human lot in the 
tasting of trial, temptation, and death.. He displays 
human virtues: trust, faith, dependence, sympathy, sub- 
mission, faithfulness unto death. (2) In Christ, the 
. mystery of man’s humiliation and suffering is explained. 
It is seen to be the fitting way of exaltation; the appro- 
priate discipline of human character; the condition of 
perfect fellowship with God.? 

Christ therefore is not only God’s Apostle to mankind ; 
He fulfils the other side of the mediatorial function. He 
is high priest, the perfect representative of man before 
God.3 

_ II. The high-priestly office of Christ (vii—x, 15). 

The central theme of the Epistle is next developed, 
and this passage may be regarded as an expansion of the 
‘ thought that in Christ man fulfils the Divine purpose ; 
he has priestly access to God, and is finally united to 
Him. For the representative office of high priest 
Christ was prepared by His experience of suffering and 
probation. The dignity of this function is exhibited by 
a new comparison, namely, between the two types of 
priesthood embodied severally in Melchizedek and 
Aaron. 


1 See chap. ii. 10-18, iii. 14, iv. 15, v. 7-9. 

2 erperev, ii. 10, v. 5, 9. 

3 dpxcepeds, ii. 17, iii, 1, iv. 14. Cp. Tren. iii, 18. 7: eu rdv 
pectrnv Oe09 Te Kat dvOpdérwy dic ris idlas mpos éxarépous olkevdrynros els 
_girlay Kab duovoray rods duporépovs cuvayaryely Kat Beg pev TapacTicat 
rov avOpwrov, dvOpwmos 5é yrwplaa Tov Oedv. 
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The priesthood after the order of Melchizedek is 
exalted over that of Aaron in two main respects. ; 
i. It is a universal, supra-national priesthood. In 
virtue of His complete human experience, Christ is the 
representative not of a single race, but of humanity. 
He exercises His priestly function in a sphere spiritual, 
universal, eternal, which transcends the accidents of 
space and time. The peculiar glory of Melchizedek lay 
in the fact that he was free from the limitations of 
humanity; he was without beginning of days or end of 
life+ So the glorification? of Christ as high-priest 
begins with His uplifting from the earth. He enters 
the sphere which is spiritual and therefore real—the 
sphere of true sacrifice, the true tabernacle, of which the 
earthly tent was but a shadow or figure. He has an 
inviolable priesthood—the tenure of which is uninterrupted 
by the accident of death,s and which rests on the 
sure basis, not of a human ordinance, but of a Divine 
oath.2 Hence the writer draws the conclusion that 
in the priesthood of Christ we see the introduction of 
a better hope (vii. 19). This, it has been said, is the 
“dogmatic centre” of the Epistle, setting forth Christianity 
as the religion of hope—hope better in relation to Juda- 
ism; hope absolutely good in regard to the true end of 

religion—union with God.6 

u. The priesthood of Christ fulfils the legal types. 
As priest He has somewhat to offer.” What is His offer- 
ing? The oblation He brings is Himself;® and the 
efficacy and finality of His offering lies in the fact that 
it is spiritual and is one, whereas the Levitic sacrifices 
were material and many. 

His oblation is spiritual: an inward oblation of will, 

1 Chap. vii. 3. 2 Chap. v. 5. 3 Chap. viii. 2. 


4 Chap. vii. 15-24, 5 Chap. vii. 20. § Dr. A. B, Bruce, 
7 Chap. viii. 8. 8 Chap. ix. 14, 26, 
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which finds expression in the outward act of self- 
surrender to death (x. 5 ff). Christ’s body is the 
instrument of a sinless will; His death finds acceptance 
as an act of perfect obedience, and in virtue of His 
inseparable and unchangeable Divine personality (wvetua 
ai@viov, ix. 14), He is enabled to be at once priest 
and victim. This point is brought out by an exposition 
of Ps. xl. (x. 5-10). 
_ Further, Christ’s offering is one, whereas the sacrifices 
of the law were many and oft-repeated. His is the 
sacrifice of a life that passes through death and is 
brought into holy fellowship with the living God. Thus 
the human nature which He had made the organ of 
His suffering obedience attains its true destiny in abiding 
union with God. The blood sprinkled on the Mercy-seat 
was as it were a type of human life surrendered and 
dedicated to the life of Divine fellowship and service. 
Christ’s ministry is, in short, dsapopwrépa AecToupyia ; 
it. belongs to Him as the Mediator of a better covenant.? 
His sacrifice in fact inaugurates this new covenant, and 
consecrates the whole sphere of covenant obligation and 
access to God, just as the ancient tabernacle on the Day 
of Atonement was purged, and its sanctity renewed by 
sprinkling of blood# The thought of the deficiency 
of the old covenant paves the way for the third main 
section of the Epistle. On the one hand, it was in pro- 
1 An important point to notice is the writer's conception of Christ’s 
offering as spiritual. Being so it belongs to heaven, the sphere of realities, 
though it took place on earth. It is a true sacrifice because it was the 
outward manifestation of a spiritual fact—the entire devotion of a sinless 
will. The phrase 6:4 mvevuaros alwvlov lifts the offering of Christ into 
that only true order, and the oblation is regarded in all its stages as a 
transaction within the é¢rue sanctuary (viii. 2). Pfleiderer sees in this 
opposition between the heavenly and earthly—the order of true ideas and 
that of sensible copies—a clear indication of the writer’s connection with 


Philo. Phil. and Devel. of Religion, vol. ii. p. 235. 
 2Chap. viii. 6, 18. ® Chap. ix. 18-28; cp. Levit. xvi. 14-19. 
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phetic vision superseded;+ on the other, its symbolic 
sanctuary bore on its very structure the marks of — 
imperfection.” 

III. The new spiritual covenant based on the com- 
_ pleted work of the ascended Christ (x. 15 to end). The 
affinity between this Epistle and S. Luke’s Gospel 
appears in the thought that the bloodshedding of Christ 
is the foundation of a new covenant relation between 
God and man? It is as it were an axiom of the Epistle 
that a covenant implies a sacrificial-death as its con- 
dition* The sacrifice of Christ having been treated in § 
II., the writer passes to consider the peculiar features of 
the new covenant. He proceeds to describe (1) its require- 
ment: faith (connected with baptism, the covenant 
sign);° hope;® and love.” 

(2) Its glory, in comparison of the first covenant, 
which had been ratified amid circumstances so awe- 
inspiring. The new covenant introduces man into a 
heavenly order; a sphere in which he finds himself in 
contact with. a host of spiritual forces, a world of 
heavenly beings; an immovable kingdom of priests, 
enjoying free access to God, and consecrated to a life of 
acceptable service (xii. 18-29). 

(3) Its perpetuity. It rests on the person and work of 
One who lives for evermore, enthroned at God’s right 
hand, ever interceding for His people, ever presenting 
Himself in the power of the act once for all accomplished 
(xiii. 8~19; ep. vii. 25-28), 

The closing benediction (xiii. 20 f.) gathers up the 
main features of Christ’s high-priestly service. He is 
the great Shepherd, a phrase recalling Isai. lxiii. 11, and 


1 Chap. viii. 7 ff. ; ep. Jer. xxxi. 31 ff. ? Chap. ix. 1-10. 

3 Op. S. Lk. xxii, 20, % kaw SuadjKn ev T@ alwart pov. 

*Chap. ix. 16,17. 5 Chap. x. 22, 23. Faith illustrated in chap. xi. 
6 Chap xii. 1-18. 7 Chap, xiii. 1-6. 
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implying that Christ leads men to their true rest. He 
is risen and ascended (the two thoughts are never 
separated, though the latter is chiefly characteristic of 
the Epistle). He lives within the veil, ever presenting 
Himself together with His members as an acceptable 
oblation to the Father. He is able to make men complete 
for doing God’s will (xiii. 21), by bestowing the Spirit, in 
whose strength the obligations of the new covenant can 
be fulfilled. : 

The above brief survey of this great Epistle will have 
illustrated the breadth and comprehensiveness of the 
Christology which is peculiar to the writer. It may be 
fairly said that the distinctive conception of Christ, 
which determines His rank in relation to God, His place 
and work in the universe and humanity, is that of Son- 
ship.! From this conception follows the idea of Christ's 
relation to the Father, as One in whom the essence of 
the Divine character and being is manifested and the 
idea of a necessary relation to the universe, as creator, 
preserver, heir of all things, and redeemer. The Sonship 
of the Redeemer underlies and conditions the sonship 
of man, which is realised through the fellowship of 
Christ with man in a common nature.2 The special cir- 
cumstances of the Hebrews give to the Epistle its 
peculiarly “hieratic” and sacerdotal character. In this 
feature the Christology of the Epistle supplements that 
of §. Paul; and the writer is guided in the form 
and presentation of his argument by his perception of 


1 Bp. Westcott notices ‘the use of the anarthrous title ‘Son,’ which 
emphasises the essential nature of the relation which it expresses,” as 
characteristic of the Epistle. Zp. to the Hebrews, p. 425; ep. Weiss, 
Bibl. Theol. of N.T. § 118. 

2 Chap. ii. 14. 

3 See generally a study of this Epistle in Fairbairn, Christ in Mod. Theol. 
pp. 320-328 ; and the important papers of Dr. A. B. Bruce in Expositor, 
” gor, iii, andiv. Also Hort, Judaistic Christianity, pp. 156-159. 
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the influences actually at work among the Hebrew 
Christians, for whom the ancient priesthood and sacrificial 
system still retained such incomparable attractions. 
The very choice of the term Son, and the reasoning back 
from the exaltation of Jesus to His original nature (i. 
2—4), implies that the writer shares with his readers the 
Messianic hopes, and the belief that in Christ they have 
been fulfilled. But the name which in Old Testament 
usage had denoted the ethical relationship to God of the 
Messiah, is in this Epistle employed to express a natural 
or essential relationship. The Sonship of Christ lies 
behind His Messianic function, and is the foundation and 
justification of it. His exaltation is based upon the 
dignity of His original nature. He who became Lord 
over all “had @ priori a relation to that all.” From the 
Son’s Messianic lordship over the world is inferred the 
creation of the world by Him, and its continuous sub- 
sistence in Him.! 

The same thought of Sonship determines the writer’s 
conception of Christ’s high-priestly work—Christianity 
is essentially a new covenant, the characteristic of which 
is perfection (redelwors), te. the establishment of un- 
impeded fellowship between God and man. For the 
attainment of this end a new Mediator is required—one 
who, wearing the nature that needs redemption, can per- 
fect it through obedience, bring it near to God and 
dedicate it to His service. Consequently the high 
priest is one of many sons who are being brought to 
glory ;? He who sanctifies and they that are sanctified 
are all of one; all have a common origin. Accordingly 
the Son shares with those whom He deigns to call 
brethren, the flesh and blood which are subject to tempta- 
tion, suffering, and death? He is in all points made like 
them, and through actual experience acquires the power 

1 Weiss, Zc, 2 Chap. ii. 10, 11. 8 Chap. ii. 14, 
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of sympathy with their weaknesses; thus even in His 
exalted state He can be touched with the feeling of their 
infirmities, and can give succour to the tempted in time 
of need.’ 

It is consistent with the same point of -view that the 
Messianic salvation itself is conceived as an eternal 
inheritance, on the possession of which Christians enter 
as sons of God. The Christian community is thus 
described as the Church of the firstborn ;* the sufferings 
of the faithful are indications of the fatherly love and 
favour of God,‘ and are the fitting discipline of prepara- 
tion for the life of glory. So the writer frequently 
addresses his readers as “brethren,” and specially in- 
eulcates the duty of brotherly love. The Church in fact, 
like Israel of old, constitutes a family or household of 
God,® the ruler set over it being a Son, who is the /first- 
begotten (mpwrdtoxes) even before He enters on His 
mediatorial work as High-Priest of humanity. 


§ V. Toe THEoLocy or 8. Joun? 


S. John’s work was to a large extent practical. He 
is traditionally the organiser of the Church and the 


1 Chap. iv. 15, 16, 2 Chap. ix. 15. 

3 Chap. xii. 23. 4 Chap. xii. 6-8 ; ep. ii. 10. 

5 Chap. xiii. i. Soin vi. 10 Christian love is said to be shown to God’s 
name—because all Christians are sons of God. 

§ Chap. iii. 6. 

7 A few words are necessary in explanation of the general treatment of 
this subject in view of current literary and historical criticism. The 
different books traditionally ascribed to S. John are not here used as 
historical testimony of Christ’s life and work, but only as evidence of 
certain Christological beliefs,—of the interpretation of Christ’s life which 
prevailed in the Church during the period between S. Paul’s death and 
the middle of the second century, and which very deeply coloured the 
‘theology of the subsequent period. It is not therefore of present import- 
ance to discuss (e.g.) the different theories as to the date of the Apocalypse, 
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episcopate in Asia Minor.’ As a writer his importance 
is that he seems to complete, combine, and harmonise the 
different types of apostolic teaching. His main character- 
istic is intensity of thought, combined with a correspond- 
ing absoluteness of expression. To him, as to the writer 
of Hebrews, Christianity is the absolute religion—the 
final disclosure of God, revealing the perfect way of 
fellowship between God and man. It is final, because it 
rests on the fact of a real incarnation of Deity. S. John 
is often contrasted with 8. Paul. The difference between 
the two apostles is one of training, of mental habit, and 
intellectual method, but practically the great point of 
contrast lies in the fact that “S. Paul begins with 
anthropology, 8. John with theology.” 8. John does 
not commence, like S. Paul, “ with man and his misery, 
but with God and His perfection.” Hence the mystical 
tone of his writings, their calm depth, their sustained 
elevation. To him “what proceeds in time belongs to 
eternity; the outward event is the visible symbol of 
what is innermost in the Divine nature and ultimate in 
the Divine purpose.”* In the historic Incarnation and 
its issues he contemplates the eternal laws of Divine 
self-manifestation. In the history of Christ’s conflict 
and victory he sees ideal principles at work, and each 


or as to the nature, sources, and ‘‘tendency” of the Fourth Gospel. The 
Tiibingen views in their developed form may be easily ascertained from 
such works as Pfleiderer’s Gifford Lectures, vol. ii. Lect. vii. ; or Martineau’s 
Seat of Authority in Religion. It would seem that the last word of 
criticism is very far from having been said as to the date of the Apocalypse, 
or its exact character as a composition. The present condition of the 
question is stated most temperately by Dr. Sanday, Inspiration, pp. 369 
ff., as also all that is to be said in regard to other points of Johannine 
literature. Op. Moffatt, The Historical N.7'. pp. 459 fi. 

1Clem. Alex. ap. Euseb, H.#, iii. 23. 

2 Liddon, Bampton Lectures, p. 248. See the whole passage. 

3 Pressensé, Harly Years of Christianity, vol. i. p. 442 (E.T.). 

4 Fairbairn, Christ i Mod. Theol. p. 344. 
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incident becomes a parable, speaking of God, His purpose 
for the world, and His judgment of men. “ His idealism,” 
says Weiss, “lets this Son of Thunder see @ priori 
throughout the deepest essence in the outward form, the 
immutable law in the changeful actuality, the final con- 
summation in the germinal beginning.” He traces all 
phenomena back to their ultimate principle; tendencies 
present themselves to his mind in their final development. 
It is this habit of thought that is common to the writer 
of the Apocalypse and the author of the Gospel, and so 
far the tradition which ascribes both books to S. John 
finds internal justification. 

1. The Apocalypse. 

The general characteristic of the book is its fidelity 
to Jewish conceptions, together with an absence of 
elements that can be fairly called Judaistic.2 The 
Christian Church is the continuation of the Jewish 
Church of the Old Testament, but the continuity of the 
true Israel is not identical with the continuance of the 
actual nation. The unbelieving “Jews” who persecute 
the followers of Christ have no real claim to the title; 
‘ they are a synagogue of Satan? The true Israel is 
gathered from all the nations of the world; and its 
identity with the Old Testament Church is ideal. In 
accordance with this ideal conception the imagery and 
symbolism of the Apocalypse are derived from Old 
Testament books, and from scenes familiar to the Jews: 
the Holy land, the city of Jerusalem, the temple courts, 
the brazen altar of burnt-sacrifice, the inner shrine with 
its altar of incense. Further, the book claims the 


1 Bibl. Theol. of N.T. § 141. 

2 ¢.g., the idea of special prerugatives belonging to Jewish Christians 
as such, which some critics have discovered in the imagery of the book, 
See Hort, Judaistic Christianity, pp. 160 ff. 

"8 Chaps. ii. 9, iii. 9; cp. Weiss, Bibl. Theol. of N.T. § 130. 
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character of prophecy. The seer speaks of himself as 
being in the spirit.2 The general subject treated is the _ 
conflict of the Church and the world, the history of 
Jesus Himself indicating the law of development, and 
the ideal course which the conflict is destined to follow. 
The book depicts this conflict under concrete forms, and 
imagery derived for the most part from the prophetic 
writings. 

i. The central figure is the person of Christ, who is 
described in terms suggestive of His human descent from 
the chosen people: He is the Lion of the tribe of Judah, 
the root and the offspring of David, the Christ of God2 
The writer thus starts from the recognised Messianic 
conception of our Lord, but the Messianic dignity and 
glory are the reward of sacrificial suffering; His kingly 
dominion is combined with high-priesthood (1.13); the 
Divine throne is the reward of death voluntarily accepted.* 
Christ’s Messianic lordship and victorious sway over a 
hostile world are the fruit of humiliation. 

But the exalted Messiah is recognised as originally 
of Divine essence. His glory is the glory of God. Thus 
He is described as pre-existent in relation to creation;° 
the jirst and the last; the Alpha and Omega® He is 
associated with the Father as the source of grace; He 
is the Divine Judge; the bestower of the Holy Spirit; 
the Lord of lords; the holy and true. He is with the 
Father the supreme object of adoration in heaven; He 
shares the throne of God.’ The title Word of God is 


? Chaps. i. 8, x. 7, 11, xxii. 6, 7, 9, etc.; cp. Sanday, Inspiration, 
p. 375. 

2 Chap. i. 10, ete. ® Chaps. v. 5, xi. 15, xii. 10, xxii. 16, 

4 Christ is described as a lamb (dpvfov) twenty-nine times. 

5 Chaps. i. 17, ii. 8, iti, 14. 

6 Chap. i. 11, 17, etc.; cp. Isai. xli. 4, xliv. 6, 

7 Chaps. v. 18, xii. 5, iii, 1, v. 6, xvii, 14, iii, 7, xix. 11, v. 8-13, 
vii. 9, iii, 21, ete, 
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given to Christ (xix. 13), and implies His pre-existent 
activity in relation to creation. It is as the Word that 
He is called the beginning of the creation of God (iii. 14). 
This seems to be the earliest form in which the Logos- 
doctrine appears, and Dr. Westcott observes that “it is 
still kept within the lines of the Old Testament ideas,” 

It must be remembered in estimating the significance 
of this exalted language that S. John writes with all the 
“monotheistic passion of the Jew.”? And nothing in 
the book is more striking in this connection than the 
stern denunciation of idolatry (see chaps. ix. 20, xxi. 8, 
xxl. 15). The writer, however, seems to have no con- 
sciousness that the worship of the supreme God is 
imperilled, or His honour impaired, by the exalted 
position assigned to Christ. God and the Lamb are 
co-ordinate objects of worship. The wondrous visions 
of the fourth and fifth chapters seem, in fact, to be a 
pictorial expansion of the command, Ye believe in God ; 
believe also in Me2 

ii. The work of Christ is contemplated as a victory in 
process of achievement. He rides forth on His course 
" conquering and to conquer* But the victory is accom- 
plished through a redemptive death, followed by a 
heavenly exaltation. And further, His victory, histori- 
cally realised, is the pledge of the victory of the Church. 
She is to be led to victory along the way of sorrows 
trodden by her Lord. Thus great stress is laid on the 
Passion; Christ is the Lamb slain and then exalted and 
adored; His blood brings release and cleansing to His 
redeemed. The thought of the Hebrews that the disci- 
pline of suffering was Christ’s fitting preparation for His 


1 Gosp. of S. John, Introd. p. 1xxxvii. ? Fairbairn, p. 333. 
38, John xiv. 1. See Milligan, The Book of Revelation (Expositor’s 
. Bible), pp. 66, 67. 

4Chaps. vi. 2, xix. 11 ff 
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priestly work reappears in the conception of Christ as 
the eternal High-Priest standing and ministering in the 
midst of the Church. But with this is combined the 
idea of the Son of Man victorious over His foes, which 
is characteristic of the later Jewish apocalyptic books. 
Indeed, it is implied that the lordship and kingly reign 
of Christ is the underlying truth of history and the goal 
of its movement. To live and reign with Him is the 
hope of the saints.? 

2. The Epistles may be regarded as a kind of commentary 
on the Gospel, and seem to presuppose it at any rate as 
oral instruction. They also point to the diffusion of 
heresy of a docetic type, which in its developed form 
appears as Cerinthianism. The error of Cerinthus will 
meet us in another connection. Its central feature was 
the severance of the Divine element in Christ from the 
human; the Divine Christ being united to the man Jesus 
at His baptism and leaving Him before the passion? 
Against this error, and other forms of speculation 
which denied the reality of the Incarnation, 8. John 
asserts the unity of the person of Christ, and the reality 
and perfection of His humanity. The one Lord Jesus 
Christ is said to have come “im” not “into” the flesh.* 
In fact, the purpose which S. John has in view is to 
exhibit Christianity as the true way of union with God 
through participation in the real manhood of Christ, in 
whom the Divine life was once for all manifested, and in 
whom an actual Divine fellowship between man and God 
is guaranteed. 


1 Chaps. v. 9, 12, xiii. 8, i. 5, i. 12-17. 

2 See Chaps. xi. 15, xii. 10, xix. 15, 16, xx. 4, 6. 

5 Westcott, Epistles of S. John, pp. xxxiv. f. 

*Liddon, Bampton Lectures, p. 242, note g. Cerinthus taught that 
Jesus was a man born of Joseph and Mary, and asserted ‘‘in ewm 
descendisse Christum,” etc. Iren. i. 26.1. Contrast 1S. Jo. iv. 2. 
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The Incarnation is dealt with under three aspects— 

(1) As a mission of God the Son! by the Father. 
This indicates the doctrine of subordination (éotayy 
tafews) which is explicitly recognised in later theology. 
At the same time, the idea is suggested (as in dmréaTonos, 
Heb. iii. 1) of the finality and authoritativeness of 
Christianity. 

(2) As a coming of the Son of God in flesh. The 
true human life and sufferings of Christ are presupposed, 
and the sufficiency of the atoning sacrifice? The 
different terms employed (fAOev, ret, Andras, 
épxouevov) imply that the fact of the Incarnation not 
only occurred historically once for all, but is permanent 
and abiding in its results; and is perpetuated as a 
continuous Divine gift—a gift which is appropriated 
through union with Christ. It may be noticed in this 
connection that the general tone of the Second and Third 
Epistles is ecclesiastical, and presupposes such teaching as 
that of S. Paul on baptism (Rom. vi. 2 f.), fellowship with 
Christ being attained by the process of incorporation into 
His body.* 

Finally, the permanence of Christ’s manhood is repre- 
sented as the ground of His intercession.® 

(3) As a manifestation of the one true God under 
the conditions and limitations of a human life. The 
word épavepoOn (1 Ep. i. 2, iii. 5-8) implies the pre- 
existence of Christ. In Him the life of God was mani- 
Jested ;® we learn finally and absolutely the character of 


1 gréoreiev, 1 Ep. iv. 10 ; dwéoradxey, 9 and 14; cp. Westcott, Hpistles 
of S. John, pp. 121-125. 

2 See 1 Ep. iv. 2, v. 6, 20, ii. 2 (iAacpds, cp. iv. 10). See also 2 Ep. 7. 

CONT Dias sy able 

4 Cp. Bede on 1 Ep. i. 3 (quoted by Westcott), ‘‘ Manifeste ostendit B. 
Johannes quia quicunque societatem cum Deo habere desiderant primo 
ecclesiz societati debent adunari.” 

51 Ep. ui. 1. OT Hipitee 2: 
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God. God is Light, .e. self-imparting holiness and truth ; 
God is Love, ue. self-communicating and self-sacrificing 
goodness which seeks from man an appropriate response.! 
The absolute character of the Divine revelation in the 
Incarnate Christ is enforced by the protest against false 
progress (2 Ep. 9). The Incarnation is the test of all 
truth; to advance beyond it is to forsake the authorita- 
tive standard of faith, and so far to be parted from God. 
Only “faithful continuance in ‘the doctrine’ brings a 
living possession of God as He is revealed in His fulness.” 2 
To reject the Incarnation is to forfeit the true theism. 

3. The Gospel. 

It is a mistake to regard the Gospel as specially 
written with a polemical or didactic or conciliatory aim. 
It is, however, instinct with a purpose, namely, that of 
exhibiting the historic progress of belief—the stages or 
steps by which the person, whom S. John’s readers 
already recognised as Divine, successively revealed Him- 
self under the conditions of a human life. With this 
aim in view 8. John selects typical incidents and dis- 
courses as illustrative of his central theme. He traces 
in the facts of Christ’s earthly life the eternal principles 
of Divine self-manifestation, and the moral causes of 
the issue in unbelief or acceptance. While therefore the 
Apocalypse employs concrete imagery, the Gospel uses 
abstract phraseology, Such expressions as “the Word, 
the life, the light, the darkness, the truth, the world, glory, 
grace, are terms which at once place the reader beyond 
the scene of a limited earthly conflict, and raise his 
thoughts to the unseen and the eternal.” 8 


SAE etb, Lye S. 

* Westcott, ad Joc. ; ep. Liddon, Bampton Lectures, p. 243, note t. 

3 Westcott, Introd. to the Study of the Gospels, p- 264. See a fine 
passage in Fairbairn, Christ in Mod. Theol. pp. 348, 344; cp. Weiss, 
Bibl. Theol. of N.T. $141. 
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Important questions arise as to the authenticity and 
character of the Fourth Gospel. Two points seem to be of 
special importance—(1) the relation of the Fourth Gospel 
to the Synoptists, in regard to which it is enough to note 
that S. John deals with the life of Christ as of one 
already admitted to be Divine. He writes for believers, 
and aims at depicting the Divine person, already acknow- 
ledged and worshipped, in typical stages of His self- 
manifestation. “The only real difference,” says Bishop 
Martensen, “is that John gives distinct expression and 
prominence to that which is already present in the other 
Gospels, though in undeveloped fulness. The first three 

Gospels present the Divine glory of Christ essentially 
from the prophetic and eschatological point of view; or, 
if we may so express ourselves, the point of view of His 
post-eastence. They regard His glory principally as the 
glory of the One who, having already come, will hence- 
forth continue to come; on whom depends the future, 
not merely of the human race, but also of the 
universe. . . . . Now such a view of Christ involves in 
it the thought—a thought to which John gives clear 
‘expression—that He who is the dast, who in His future 
will be exalted to power over all things in creation, over 
all things in heaven and on earth, must also have been 
the first, must have existed before all creatures ;—the 
thought that He to whom we must ascribe post-existence 
in such a sense must also have been pre-existent.” } 

(2) The nature of the discourses. In these the words 
of Christ seem to be coloured partly by the strong 
Hebraistic cast of the writer’s thought—which is direct, 


1 Martensen, Chrisizan Dogmatics, §127. This, it may be remarked, is 
‘only one point of view from which this question may be approached. The 
question is amply discussed by Westcott, Gosp. of S. John, Introd. pp. 
Ixxvii. ff; Watkins, Bampton Lectwres ; Liddon, Bampton Lectures, pp- 
247 ff., etc. See also A. B. Bruce, Apologetics, bk. iii. chap. ix. 
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simple, and instinct with poetical parallelism; partly by 
the necessities involved in proclaiming the gospel to the _ 
new world of Greek thought in the midst of which the 
writer lived. The use of current phraseology would be 
necessary to translate Christ’s teaching into suitable 
literary form. Again, as a historian with a very distinct 
conception of the person whom he describes, the writer 
may naturally be supposed to have interpreted to some 
extent what he records. There seems on this ground to 
be no reason whatever for disallowing a certain subjective 
element in the discourses as recorded by the evangelist. 
Finally, something is accounted for by the necessities 
of condensation. S. John appears to select, arrange, 
emphasise different sayings of the Lord in accordance 
with a premeditated plan, the exact limits of which it 
would be presumptuous to define. On the whole, the 
purpose and principle, according to which the discourses 
are grouped, becomes apparent on close study of the 
Gospel. §. John seems to give a compressed summary 
—‘“and that also,” it has been said, “a summary in 
translation”—of what was uttered on certain critical 
occasions, each discourse being intended to present some 
particular aspect of Christ’s person and work! All 
utterances which the evangelist ascribes to our Lord, in 
the actual form which enshrines them, must be regarded 
as an integral portion of his theology. Historical 
criticism may properly deal with the question of the 
authenticity of the words ascribed to Christ; doctrinal 
theology is concerned with §. John’s own conception of 
Christ’s person and work. 

Theology of the Gospel. 

1. The central thought of S. John is contained in the 
sentence: no man hath seen God at any time; the only- 


1On the ‘‘free reporting” of Christ’s thoughts, see Bruce, Ze, and 
Weiss, Bibl. Theol. of N.7'. vol. ii. pp. 818, 814 (E.T.). 


. THE THEOLOGY OF S. JOHN 130 


begotten Son, which is in the bosom of the Father, He hath 
declared Him (chap. i. 18, R.V.).1 The Divine nature 
interpreted through the Sonship of Christ, revealed 
through the mediation of the word,—this is the starting- 
point of his theology. 

We are first met by the doctrine of the Adyos, a 
phrase which S. John seems to borrow, not from a 
Hellenic, but from a Palestinian source. In the Targums 
the Memra or “ Word” is used paraphrastically to express 
the personality or character of a being.2 Thus the Word 
of God is a paraphrase for God Himself. Both Philo 
and §. John would be familiar with the phrase; but each 
would read into it, so to speak, his inherited conceptions 
of the Divine nature and activity. Philo would connect 
the word Adcyos in the LXX. with the conceptions of 
current philosophy, Stoic or Platonist. 8. John, inherit- 
ing a Jewish, ie. a moral, not metaphysical, idea of 
God, seems to transfer the term Word to Christian 
theology, as expressing in Old Testament fashion the fact 
of Divine activity and self-revelation. Philo’s dominant 
thought is that of the Divine Reason; S. John’s that of a 
‘Divine Word, the manifestation of the Divine will in 
action. The one thought, as Dr. Westcott points out, is 
complementary to the other, and is characteristic of a 
different school of thought.2 8. John’s Adyos is Hebraic ; 
Philo’s is Alexandrine.* 

1 On the reading of marg. ovoyeriys Geds, see Westcott, add. note, ad loc, 
2 Cp. Weiss, Bibl. Theol. of N.T. $145. 


3 Westcott, Gosp. of S. John, Introd. p. xvi. ; cp. Hagenbach, Hist. of 
Doctrines, vol. i. §§ 40, 41. 

4 The tendency of writers like Harnack and Pfleiderer is to return to 
the idea of the Philonian genesis of the Logos-doctrine. Thus Pfleiderer 
(Gifford Lectures, vol. ii. p. 239), says: ‘‘The whole religious view of the 
world of the Gospel of John is based upon Philo; as in his system, the 
Johannine has also its cardinal point in the opposition of God and world, 
and of the mediation of both by the Logos,” ete. Cp. Harnack, Grundriss 
der Dogmengeschichte, §7, 3; Hatch, Hibbert Lectures, No. ix. 
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The term Aoyds as employed by S. John implies— 

(a) Essential inherence in God. The Thought of God_ 
subsists 2 God as an eternal element in His Being. As 
the Fathers express it, God never was without His thought 
(aXoyos). Thus all idea of what is material or created 
is excluded. 

(>) Mediatorship between God and the universe. The 
Logos is the agent in creation, and the adequate and 
essential revealer of God’s Being and purpose. 

The Logos of S, John is in fact a distinct and pre- 
existent Being, but the full significance of the title is 
only seen in its combination with the complementary 
conception of Sonship. 

The expression Tids wovoyevns brings out more fully the 
relation of the Adyos to God. Gregory of Nyssa indeed 
insists that Logos is a relative term and connotes the 
essential Fatherhood of Him whose the Logos is. But 
the term only-begotten Son definitely expresses the truth 
afterwards embodied in the éuoovevov: the Son’s unity 
of essence with the Father. It implies, however, 
specially — 

(i) The truth of the Son’s derivation from God, His 
subordination to the Father. Whatever the Father is, 
such is the Son; but His essence is communicated, derived 
irom the fountainhead of Deity. 

(i) Distinct, but unique personality. 

Git) A relationship of perfect moral communion with 
the Father, and of co-operation in healing and saving 
activity? 

Thus the two terms taken together guard the true 


* The Old Testament origin of 8. John’s conception of the Logos plainly 
appears in the reference to creation (chap. i. 3 ; cp. Ps, xxxiii. 6). 

“Clear statements of the relation between Aéyos and Yids are to he 
found in Newman, Arians, chap. ii. § 3, and Liddon, Bampton Lectures. 
pp. 235 ff. Cp. Fairbairn, Ohrist in Mod. Theol. pp. 840, 841, 


, THE THEOLOGY OF S. JOHN 141 


conception of Christ’s Person. The Son derives His being 
from the Father’s substance, yet is coeternal with Him. 
The Logos is “identical with the eternal intellectual 
life of the Most High,” yet has a personal subsistence 
distinct from that of the Father. 

2. There are other titles applied to Christ in the 
Fourth Gospel which point to current Messianic expecta- 
tions. Such are the Lamb of God, the Son of God, the King 
of Israel, the Son of Man, and such minor descriptive phrases 
as 6 épydpevos (vi. 14), drectarpévos (ix. 7), and others. 
These are chiefly important, not as throwing light on 
the conceptions peculiar to S. John, but as connecting 
him with the whole stream of Messianic thought which 
prevailed among the Jews. They rather bear upon the 
authenticity of the Gospel than illustrate its theology. 
The frequency, however, of Messianic allusions is inter- 
esting as connecting 8. John’s representation of the 
historical Christ with that of the Synoptists. It assures 
us that the person described by all the four evangelists 
is one and the same, and that He fulfilled the anticipa- 
tions of Hebrew prophecy. 

There are two features connected with the Messiah- 
ship of Jesus to which special prominence is given in the 
record of 8. John—(a) His Divine mission, (6) His 
heavenly origin. 

(a) Christ continually speaks of Himself as sent by 
God? and the acceptance of this fact is spoken of as 
the crowning point of faith and Divine knowledge. 
To recognise and welcome His message as an authoritative 
revelation of God is His great requirement of man. As 
the Son and consecrated messenger of God, He transcends 
the prophets of the Old Testament; as the object of 
Divine love He is entrusted with the Messianic authority 


1 Cp. Lightfoot, Biblical Essays, pp. 145-158, 
2 See chaps. v. 38, vi. 29, xvii. 3; cp. xvii. 8, 21, 23, 25, 
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and prerogatives. He has power (éfoveia) given Him to 
quicken the dead, to impart the Spirit, to judge the 
world. On Him as Messiah it devolves to accomplish the 
works of God, especially the work (xvii. 4) which had 
been predicted for the Messianic times. His miracles 
bear testimony that He is sent by the Father, not merely 
as one messenger among others, but asa Son.2 Hence 
8. John speaks of Christ’s miraculous works as “signs,” 
i.e. emblems of the spiritual operation of Divine power, 
which Jesus exercises in His Messianic calling.* They 
do more, however, than exhibit the nature of redemptive 
activity; they illustrate the relationship in which the 
Son stands to the Father. For the Son performs these 
works in absolute dependence on the Father’s controlling 
will; in subservience to His purposes and the advance- 
ment of His glory. They are wrought in the power of 
an indwelling Divine life* Here, then, the Messianic 
promise of Jehovah’s presence in the midst of His people 
finds fulfilment. In Christ the Father finds a perfect 
organ of self-manifestation,—one who perfectly fulfils 
His counsel and ministers to His will; one to whom 
Divine prerogatives can be absolutely entrusted: all that 
the Father hath, our Lord declares, are mine.® Thus not 
merely is all severance of will or operation excluded ; 
the unity of the two Divine persons is only adequately 
described in a phrase which implies no less than identity 
of essence: éy Kal o tatnp év éopev. 

(0) Again, the fulfilment of the Messianic office is 
found to involve a closer relationship of Christ to God 
than that dependent on electing love merely. For the 


EM Chaps) v.02) 22,527, xv 26 xvi 7. 2 Chap. v. 36. 
3 Cp. Weiss, vol. ii. p. 328, note 6, 
4 Chap. x. 88, xiv. 10. 5 Chap. xvi. 15. 


6 Chap. x. 30. See an exposition of this passage in Ath. Orat. c. Arian, 
iii. 3-5 ; ep. Liddon Bampton Lectures, pp. 185, 186. 
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fulfilment is larger than the promise: in the Messiah 
Jehovah not only makes Himself known; He becomes 
visible ;1 He manifests Himself as present and operative 
in the world. The special manifestation of God by 
Christ depends upon His unique knowledge, and the 
intimacy of His communion with the Father. This 
special knowledge is claimed by Christ in the synoptic 
record ;? but in the Fourth Gospel His self-witness is 
even more explicit. He knows the Father in virtue of a 
pre-existent life of communion with Him; He knows 
Him with the direct intuition of one who alone has 
seen the Father’s face.2 He was the object of the 
Father’s love before the foundation of the world;* He 
shared His glory, and only came forth from Him® to 
manifest Him under the conditions of an earthly life. 
He is of heavenly origin, but appears as the Son of Man;°® 
the Divine glory belonged to Him from eternity, and He 
resumes it when the state of humiliation has reached its 
close.’ That glory is veiled in the days of His flesh, but 
is in some degree manifested to the eye of faith® The 
Incarnation is in fact the forthcoming of a heavenly 
‘being, and such a passage as vill. 42, éx Tod Ocod é&ndOor, 
seems to point beyond the idea of Divine mission to that of 
Divine origin; to a connection with God “internal and 
essential, and not that of presence or external fellowship.” ® 
It implies the true Deity of the Son, as derived from the 
Father. The thought of Divine mission with which the 
verse concludes is merged in that of actual Divine 
nature and origin. 


1 Chap. xiv. 9-11. JSF NM aig tI sh sila be PP 

3 Chaps. iii. 11, vi. 46. 4 Chap. xvii. 24. 

5 Chaps. xvi. 27 (rap& rod marpds), xvii. 8, xiii. 3 (dard e008), xvi. 28 
(éx ToO marpés) ; cp. Vili. 42. 

6 Chap. iii. 13; cp. Dan. vii. 18, 7 Chap. xvii. 5. 
 * Chap iia ® See Westcott, ad loc. 
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3. S. John’s Gospel is not only concerned with tran- 
scendental theology; it delineates with special care the | 
human figure of our Lord. It is the gospel of a human 
Christ, and records traits specially indicative of suffering 
and humiliation; the weariness, the thirst, the tears of 
Jesus are recorded by S. John alone. Yet it is to be 
noticed that the word éoxyvwcev (i. 14) implies that the 
life in the flesh was a transitory stage in the course of a 
complete development; the human nature was the veil 
of a higher pre-existent personality,’ the organ of a 
Divine self-manifestation. §. John in fact regards the 
human life of Christ under two aspects: as a partial 
concealment yet partial manifestation of a glory laid 
aside for a time, but finally resumed (xvii. 1-5). Con- 
sequently he speaks of the miracles as signs (onpeta) 
and works (épya) appropriate to a supernatural Being, 
manifesting His nature and character. They are in fact 
manifestations of a pre-existent glory (ii. 11, xi. 40). 

In the same way the sufferings of the passion are 
never dwelt upon as instances of humiliation, but rather 
as the initial stage in a final revelation of Divine grace. 
The humiliation is on its moral side glorification. The 
sufferings of Christ display the glory of the Divine 
character, infinite willingness to redeem, infinite capacity 
for self-sacrifice? §. John seems to display no sense of 
a contradiction between the dignity of the Person who 
suffers and His actual experiences. As it has been 
truly said, “He has seen the cross through the resurrec- 
tion.”* From the supreme moment when 8. John saw 
the empty sepulchre and believed, the incidents of the 


1See Westcott, ad loc. Lightfoot, Biblical EHssays, p. 158, seems to 
think that the reference in éoxjywoev is to Jewish anticipations of a return 
of the Shekinah. 

2 See Bruce, Humiliation of Christ, pp. 34, 35. 

3 See Fairbairn, Christ in Mod. Theol. p. 348. * Ibid. p. 845. 
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incarnate life were transfigured. Once exalted from the 
earth, once glorified, the Son of Man was seen as He is : 
and the work of the Spirit is to glorify Him more widely 
and fully, i.e. to manifest His true nature to the world 
(xvi. 14), 

4. The characteristic work of the Redeemer is the 
communication of life; the thought of the Messianic 
kingdom falls into abeyance. The idea of eternal life 
corresponds indeed to the fact that individuals accept 
Him whom the Jewish nation as a whole rejects.! 
Eternal life is the gift of the Divine Saviour to those 
who receive Him; it is their present possession? and 
brings with it the present blessedness of Divine fellow- 
ship. As the bestower of this highest good Christ is 
Himself the Life, and the bread that gives life to the 
world.* The life consists partly in the perfect knowledge 
of the Father which is communicated in Christ; partly 
in the vital and re-creative energy which actually flows 
from His person. As the imparter of true Divine know- 
ledge, He is the Light of the world;® as the source of 
quickening power, He is the Sauieue! who delivers from 
-the power of sin and death. The deliverance is achieved 
by the sacrificial suffering of Him who is the Lamb of God 
(i. 29)—a term which seems to refer to the mute and 
patient sufferer of Isai. li. 7. §. John clearly conceives 
the death of Christ as a sin-offering, and therefore attaches 
special significance to His blood, which has a propitiatory 
value, neutralising the sin which separates man from 
God, and a purifying power, by which the guilty soul is 
cleansed.’ The idea of vicarious death is implied in the 


PB Chapa ical t2: 

2 Chaps. iii. 36, v. 24, vi. 47, xx. 81; cp. 15S. Jo. v. 12, 18. 

SS OME 4 Chaps. xi. 25, xiv. 6; cp. vi. 38, 35, 50, 58. 

5 Chaps. viii. 12, xiv. 6. © Chaps. v. 34, x. 9, xii. 473 owrip, iv. 42. 
“ 7 The functions ascribed to Christ’s blood are idacuds, 1S. Jo. ii. 2 
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image of the good Shepherd (x. 11, 169:ep) xiv 1752), 
and in the express statement that Jesus gives His flesh 
for the life (irép rhs Cams) of the world (vi. 51). From 
this point of view Christ's work as life-giver is contrasted 
with that of Satan, the slayer of men from the beginning.’ 
The Son of God was manifested that He might destroy the 
works of the devil2 The historic conflict between light 
and darkness indicated in the prologue results in the 
victory of light So in the Apocalypse the consumma- 
tion of salvation is described as the triumph of life 
(xxi. 4). 


§ VI. GENERAL Review oF APOSTOLIC TEACHING ON THE 
INCARNATION 


The Epistles, surveyed as a whole, contain the gradual 
development, as the practical necessities of conflict and of 
evangelistic work required, of the doctrine of Christ’s 
person. All the writers are at one in their general 
conception of the Incarnation, as a supreme self-mani- 
festation of God. But the common faith finds varying 
expression ; a broad illustration of the gradual advance in 
clearness of view is to be found in the simple fact that 
in the Acts Jesus Christ is called servant of the Lord (rais 
xupiov), while in 8. John’s writings He is called 6 Aoyos. 
Of the different types of first century Christology three 
can be distinguished with more or less accuracy in the 
New Testament—(1) There is the type represented by 
S. James and S. Peter, whose Christology is objective, 


(see Westcott, add. note, J.c.), and xafapicués, 1S. Jo. i. 9; cp. Heb. i. 3, 
ix. 14, 22. 

1 Chap. viii. 38, 41, 44. 2158. Jo. iii. 8. 

3 wkd, vikn are characteristic words of S. John. Elsewhere only thrice 
in N.T. (S. Lk. xi. 22; Rom. xii. 21; cp. viii. 37). 

*Cp. Harnack, Grundr. der Dogmengeschichte, § 5. 2. 


REVIEW OF APOSTOLIC TEACHING 147 


simple, and closely related to Old Testament conceptions 
of the Messiah. (2) There is the theology of 8. Paul, the 
opponent of Jewish particularism: dialectical, anthropo- 
logical, and practical. (3) There is the contemplative 
and mystical type, represented by S. John and some of 
S. Paul’s later Epistles, which seem to be of a transitional 
character. It is the tendency represented by the 
Johannine Christology that is found to prevail during 
the period immediately subsequent,—the age of Logos- 
theology. Only at a later period, especially in the 
theology of Augustine, do the conceptions most charac- 
teristic of S. Paul come specially into the foreground.t 
But each aspect of the apostolic teaching becomes a per- 
manent element in the theological thought of the Church. 
Thus, underlying the common belief of all the writers, 
we find very different conceptions of the actual nature of 
Christ’s work. According to S. James, Christianity is the 
engrafting of the Divine word of truth, which becomes 
the perfect law of liberty written on the heart of man. 
S. Peter regards it chiefly as a new birth to a life of hope, 
of which the source is Christ’s resurrection. 8S. Paul 
. dwells on the possibility of justification which has been 
opened to faith by the finished work of Christ, and the 
new creation which has been achieved by the operation 
of Divine grace. To the author of the Hebrews the 
characteristic effect of the Incarnation and Passion is 
“perfection ” (reAciwaus), i.e. the perfect accomplishment 
of the true end of religion, the union of man with God. 
The Apocalypse develops the thought of the progressive 


1 Hagenbach, Hist. of Doctrines, §18. This account differs widely from the 
view of Tiibingen critics that the theology of the next age ought rightly to be 
considered a ‘‘Hellenised Paulinism, or Paulinised Hellenism” (Pfleiderer). 
According to this view, 8. John’s Gospel does not represent a different 
apostolic type, but is in its main conceptions based on the teaching of 
* Paul and Philo. 
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Divine victory inaugurated by Christ’s triumph over 
death. §. John embraces these various aspects of 
Christian salvation in the one comprehensive conception 
of eternal life. The diversity thus recognised cannot 
fairly be resolved into antagonism; it is adequately ex- 
plained by the method of revelation, which comes to man, 
not in the form of a code or system, but as the pro- 
gressive self-manifestation of the Divine Spirit, who 
breatheth where He listeth, and whose presence is a law otf 
liberty. F 

It is important to remember what lies at the root of 
the apostolic teaching—the spiritual consciousness of 
the whole Christian society, and the witness of worship 
and tradition. In this connection we should notice that 
three elements constitute the basis and safeguard of 
Christian belief. 

1. The tradition (xjpuvypa damroorodiKdov—rapadoars 
arootoNuKy)—whether of doctrine or of the Christian 
facts. To this 8. Paul and S. Jude allude; and the 
early Fathers refer to it as orally delivered in the 
different churches. This tradition served to guard the 
essential elements of Christian belief before a scientific 
theology had developed itself.* 

2. The Eucharist. The witness of worship supple- 
mented that of oral tradition. It was a standing 
evidence of the truth of the apostolic message; a 
continuous memorial of Christ’s command given on the 
eve of His Passion. The Eucharist was, in fact, based 
upon a certain belief as to Christ’s person: it showed forth 
His mediatorial death ; it linked the first coming to the 


1 Cyr. Hieros. C.L. v. 12: ov yap ws eotey dvOpwrors cuveréOn Ta Tis 
alorews, GAN éx Tdons ypaphs TA Katprdrara curArexGevra play dvamdnpor Thy 
ris mlorews Sidacxadlay. ‘The word mapddocis (traditio) originally 
comprehended the whole tradition of the doctrine of salvation, without 
distinguishing between the oral and the written” (Hagenbach, § 31, note 2). 
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second ; it was the memorial and pledge of a vital union 
of God endl man. Further, the rite of baptism, including 
as it did the remission of sins, “stood connected with the 
higher estimate of Christ’s person, inasmuch as the basis 
of remission was laid in Christ’s propitiatory work.” ! 
And it should be observed in general how great is the 
importance to be attached to early Christian liturgical 
hymns and doxologies as evidence of Christian belief.2 
There are traces of hymns even in the Apocalypse, 
and two important liturgical pieces are preserved in the 
Didache and the First Epistle of Clement. Christ is there 
described as mais @cod, by whom true life and the 
knowledge of God have been revealed, and praise is 
ascribed to Him.2 He is high-priest and guardian of 
souls (mpoorarns, 1 Clem. lxi; cp. Seordtns tap 
mvevpatov, of God, lxiv.), and is regarded generally as 
the medium through whom all Divine grace and blessing 
is bestowed. But there is nothing of specific doctrinal 
importance in these prayers, and no reference to the 
facts of Christ’s life, death, or resurrection. On the 
other hand, an early writer, quoted by Eusebius, insists 
on the testimony of early hymnology as to the Church’s 
Christological belief. “How many psalms and hymns of 
the brethren are there, written by faithful men from the 
beginning, which sing the praise of Christ as the Word 
of God, thus ascribing to Him Deity.”* And Pliny’s 
letter to the Emperor Trajan testifies that the central 
feature of early Christian worship was the praise of 
Christ as God.® 

1 Dorner, Doc. of the Person of Christ, div. i. vol. i. p. 167. 

2 Ibid. pp. 172, 181. 3 Didache, ix., x., acavyd 7G viG AaBlé. 

4 Caius ap. Euseb. H.2, v. 28. [Routh, Rel. Sacr. ii. 129 ff.] wWadpol 
dé Scot kal Gdal ddeAPGv dm’ dpxijs bd micrGv ypapeioa, Tov Abyov Tod Beod 
Tov xXpioTov vpuvovat DeodoyoivTes. 


5 Plin. epp. ad Traj. xcvi. On the witness of worship generally, see 
Liddon, Bampton Lectures, pp. 393 ff. ; Bingham, Antiquities, xiii. 2. 
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3. There is also the witness of holy seasons to be con- 
sidered, notably the institution of Sunday, the Lord’s Day, 
marking the close of the old creation and the foundation 
of the new. ‘The observance of Sunday commemorated 
the fact of the resurrection, with which a Divine life, a 
higher order, had originated. Ignatius even speaks of 
Christians as “no longer observing Sabbaths, but fashion- 
ing their lives after the Lord’s Day, on which our life 
also arose through Him and through His death.”? There 
is some doubt as to the exact origin of Sunday observance, 
but the traces of it are very early.2, Akin to it in dog- 
matic importance is the great festival of Easter, the first 
founded of the great Church feasts, testifying to the 
reality and completeness of the redemption wrought by 
Christ. 

In the Gospels and Apostolic Epistles the records of 
revelation lie before us in their diversity and their unity. 
The various types of doctrine succeed and supplement 
each other; the truth they contain is a deposit once for 
all committed to the Church. Thus early teachers 
insist that the apostles committed the whole body of 
revealed truth to the Church. “ This,” says Tertullian, 
“we believe at the outset that there is nothing further 
which we are bound to believe.” “The apostles,” says 
Trenzus, “ poured most amply into the Church, as if into 
a rich depository, all that pertains to the truth.” “What 
they then preached,” he elsewhere says, “ they afterwards 
by God’s will transmitted to us in Scriptures—as the 
foundation and pillar of our faith.” ¢ 


Ign. ad Magn. ix.; ep. Barn. ep. xv., which speaks of Sunday as &\)ov 
kéopov dpxyv (Dorner, div. i. vol. i. p. 423]. 

2 Acts xx. 7; 1 Cor. xvi. 2; Plin. Z.c. “‘soliti stato die ante lucem 
convenire,” etc. Cp. Bingham, xx. 2. 

$1 Tim. vi. 20; Jude 8, ete. 

4Tert. de prescr. 8; Iren. iii. 4.1; 8, 1. 
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It follows that the Scriptures are the criterion of 
catholic truth. On this point the teaching of East and 
West is unanimous. It is enough to give two typical 
utterances. Cyril of Jerusalem says to his converts, “ Do 
not believe even me when I teach you these things, 
unless you receive the demonstration of what I announce 
to you from the Divine Scriptures.” And Augustine 
writes, “In those things which are openly set down in 
Scripture are found all the things which make up our 
faith and rule of life.” * 


1 Oyr. C.L. iv. 17; Aug. de Doe. ii. 9; ep. Hipp. ¢. Woet. ix.; Ath. c. 
Gent, i; Vine. Common. ii.; T. Aquin. Summa, pars 1, q. i. a. viii. ad 2, 
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§ I. Tor Apostotic FATHERS 


Tue Apostolic Fathers derive their name from the fact 
which gives to their writings such peculiar value, namely, 
that they hand on to the generation that succeeds them 
the traditional teaching of the apostles. Substantially 
their conception of Christ agrees with that of the 
apostles; but the faith of these early Fathers is, in 
expression at least, rudimentary and inchoate; they 
speak as men who use the unstudied language of devo- 
tion, and their writings lack the fulness, richness, and 
comprehensiveness of inspired Scripture. They repeat 
such biblical phraseology as had reached them, whether 
in oral or written form, but without attempting to con- 
struct a system of theology. They insist upon the 
central fact of the tradition, the appearance of a Saviour 
who was Divine, but they do not examine its bearings, nor 
face the problems it inevitably presents. They cling 
with childlike tenacity to the received faith, without 
attempting any theoretical explanation, or any apologetic 
defence of their belief. They are content with simply 
pointing out its relation to Old Testament prophecy, and 
its correspondence with common human needs. The fact 
is that in the age immediately following the apostles, the 
Church was mainly absorbed in dealing with practical 
tasks, and cultivating the Christian life. A new joy had 
dawned upon the world: the possibility of forgiveness 
and of goodness. ‘The intense realisation of this blessing, 
and the passionate desire to extend it to others, suffi- 
ciently accounts for some of the features which strike us 
in a survey of the sub-apostolic writings. We are im- 
pressed, for instance, by the way in which the Didache 
formulates the life of holiness in its doctrine of the “two 
ways”-—an idea which seems to have been common 
in the first age, and possibly had a pre-Christian 
155 
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basis. Church-fellowship is primarily membership in a 
community pledged to holiness, to the fulfilment of God’s 
will. The gospel is regarded as a new law, and even 
Christ Himself is presented as the supreme Lawgiver, 
who has revealed the way of life, and in so doing has 
become the Saviour of mankind? We notice, too, the 
practical dualism which insists on separation from the 
world as the main condition of salvation ; that acute sense 
of the rooted evil of the world which betrays itself in the 
common belief of early Christians in regard to the per- 
vading presence and busy activity of evil spirits. It 
would seem that these writers had inherited S. John’s 
idea of a world wholly subject to the power of the evil one, 
and utterly alienated from God. Tosuch thinkers Church 
discipline, unity, and organisation would seem to have 
absolutely vital importance, as a protection against sin 
and error. Hence we find in the foremost Father of this 
age an untiring insistance on submission to episcopal rule 
and governance, which he evidently believes to be an in- 
dispensable safeguard rather of unity and order, than of 
true doctrine. The period of the Apostolic Fathers is, in 
fact, one in which the Incarnation is regarded primarily as 
a supreme gift of God, the meaning, power, and depth of 
which is intensely and deeply felt, but inadequately 
expressed. And it should be noticed how strong is the 
church-consciousness of the apostolic writers—ie. their 
sense of belonging to one holy Church of God which has 
existed in all the ages. “If we fulfil,” says the writer of 
the so-called Second Epistle of Clement, “the will of God 
our Father, we shall belong to the first Church, the spiritual 
Church which existed before the creation of the sun and 


1 Harnack speaks of the Avdaxy} asa “catechism of Christian life,” and 
traces it to the ‘‘gnomic” teaching of Alexandria and to the Sermon op 
the Mount. 

“Cp. Herm. Sim. viii. 3 and 7. 
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moon; but if we fulfil not the Lord’s will, we shall be of 
the scripture that saith, My house has become a den of 
robbers.’ + There is indeed apparent in these writers the 
sad sense of isolation; of belonging to a community 
scattered to the four winds;? but the faithful were sus- 
tained by the dignity of their function as light-bearers 
and witnesses for truth in a world of darkness. They 
felt themselves to be the soul of the world,? and were 
supported by hopes of the approaching return of Him 
whom they had learned from the Old Testament to know 
as the promised Messiah, and from their own spiritual 
experience as Divine Saviour.* 

The Christology of the Apostolic Fathers. 

After making all allowance for the inadequacy and 
imperfection of the statements of the Apostolic Fathers on 
the subject of the Incarnation, it seems difficult to resist 
the impression that on the whole their Christology is of 
the “ pneumatic” type, «.e. they believe in the Incarnation 
as the manifestation of a pre-existent Being in human 
form, and this Being they recognise as Divine.© They 
speak of Him as Son of God, without indeed fully com- 

-prehending the consequences of the confession, and being 
very possibly influenced by Messianic traditions; but in 
any case the phrase seems to imply a pre-existent Son- 
ship. In the Incarnation it is God who has been mani- 


1/2 Clem.] xiv. The same idea of the pre-existence of the Church is 
found in Herm. V%s, ii. 4. 

2 Didache, ix, X. 3 Ep. ad Diog. vii. 

4 See 1 Clem. 23, Polyc. 2, Barn. 4; Cp. the prayer of Didache;, ix. ; 
Jud. Petri, i. s. fin. 

5 The distinction between the pnewmatic and adoptianist Christology is 
Harnack’s. It raises the question whether, in the view of the early 
Church, Christ was a pre-existent Spirit (Divine), or a human person 
adopted by God and made the object of an apotheosis. See Harnack, 
Grundriss der Dogmengeschichte, § 11, p. 386. His theory is examined, - 
and shown to be based on very inadequate evidence in Prof. Swete’s book, 
’ The Apostles’ Creed, pp. 27 ff. 
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fested in flesh. The thought of a true Divine Sonship 
exists in the consciousness of the Church before there is_ 
any conception of an eternal generation. 

This doctrine of a pre-existent Sonship is implied in 
several passages of the Epistle of Barnabas, notably in the 
fifth chapter, which speaks of Christ as the unendurable 
sun veiling His glory in order to dwell with men. 
“Then He manifested Himself to be the Son of God. 
For if He had not come in the flesh how could men have 
been saved by beholding Him, seeing that even when 
they look upon the sun, which must one day cease to 
exist, and is the work of His hands, their eyes are unable 
to bear His rays.” The writer speaks of the Son as 
“manifested in flesh”;% as Lord, who will judge the 
living and the dead;4 as Son “not of man, but of God,” 
of whom David speaks as My Lord in Psalm ex? 

Hermas is a writer of less importance, and is thought to 
favour a lower form of Christology (Adoptianist).° In 
tone and spirit he is more akin to S. James; and it is 
clearly not his main object to state the doctrine of 
Christ’s person. Meagre, however, as are the references 
to our Lord in Hermas, there are two things which seem 
to range him on the side of the pnewmatie Christology. 
On the one hand, he makes the explicit statement (Sim. 


1 Swete, Z.c. 

2 Barn. ep. v. $10. The date of this work is fixed by Lightfoot in the 
reign of Vespasian, 70-79 A.D. (see Epist. of S. Clem. vol. ii. p. 509) ; but 
Hort inclines to place it in Hadrian’s reign (after 117), Jud. Christ. p. 191. 

Seg. chaps. vi., xii. 4 Chap. vii. 5 Chap. xii. § 10. 

8 Harnack (Dogmengeschichte, i. 160, note 4) seems to assign a dispropor- 
tionate importance to Hermas, He admits that he is the only writer who 
gives ‘clear expression” to the adoptianist Christology ; and that this 
type of belief can only be discovered by a “closer investigation”’’ of the 
extant literature. He also acknowledges that the ‘‘ pneumatic” Christ- 
ology is that of S. Paul, S. John, the writer of the Hebrews, the Pastoral 
Epistles, and other Apostolic Fathers. Op. Swete, The Apostles’ Creed, 
pp. 28, 29, 
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ix. 12) that the “Son of God is prior in origin to all His 
creation, so that He was the fellow-counsellor of the 
Father in His [work] of creation.” On the other hand, 
we should notice that the Son of God is described as 
Spirit, a term which raises important questions as to the 
writer’s conception of the relation between the different 
persons of the Divine Trinity, but appears certainly to 
imply the doctrine that the Son is a pre-existent Being.’ 
It is quite possible that Hermas held a confused view of 
Christ’s person, and even identified Him with the Holy 
Spirit, but he does not hesitate to speak of His pre- 
existence with the Father ;2 and it should be added that 
while he uses the title Son of God, he avoids the name 
Christ, which on Harnack’s theory would have seemed 
the more natural appellation. Finally, the function 
assigned to the Son of “sustaining the universe” corre- 
sponds to the description of Him as the “ counsellor ” 
of God.2 It would seem unreasonable to doubt that 
Hermas, in spite of his Judaic tendency, adhered to the 
apostolic view that in Christ the Divine and pre-existent 
Son had been manifested on earth.* 
There is less question in regard to the theology of 

Clement, who is specially mentioned by Irenzeus as one 

1 See the whole of Sim. ix. 12, where the phrase davepds éyévero occurs, 

2 See Sim. v. chaps. 5 and 6, There is great controversy as to the views 
of Hermas on Christology. A good summary of the main opinions is 
given by Funk, Opera Patr. Apostot. pp. 457-459 (ad Sim. v. 5). Light- 
foot appears to accept the view that Hermas applies the term Spirit to the 
pre-incarnate Son (cp. [2 Clem.] § 9). See Dorner, Person of Christ, div. i. 
vol. i. pp. 128-185; Bull, Def. Nic. Creed, bk, ii. ¢, (2: 

3 Sim. ix. 14, el ody waca f Krlows dua ro0 vlod Tod Oeod Baordferas, K.T.d. 
Sim. ix. 12, cbpBovdos. 

4'The ancient homily known as ‘‘Second Epistle of Clement” is valu- 
able as the product of an age from which few literary fragments survive 
(cire. 140). It opens with a protest against low (Ebionitic) views of 
Christ, ows de? huds ppoveiv replInood Xpiorod, ws mepl Oeod . . . Kal ov 
del juas puxpa ppovely mepl ris cwrnplas Hucy. On its resemblance to the 
Shepherd of Hermas, see Lightfoot, S. Clem. of Rome, vol. ii, p. 200. 
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who faithfully handed on the tradition of the apostles, 
especially all that they had taught about the unity of 
God and the continuity of His action in the Old and New 
Testament. The Almighty God who created the world, 
called Abraham, gave the law, and sent the prophets, 
is also “the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.”1 Clement 
is remarkable for his comprehensiveness ; without being 
philosophic or systematic, he combines different elements 
of the apostolic teaching. His view of our Lord’s person 
may be gathered from the Trinitarian formule which 
occur in his Epistle,—passages in which Christ is co- 
ordinated with the Father and the Holy Spirit? 
Language is also used by Clement which implies that to 
him Christ is a living, active person, the object of the 
devotion of the Church, and the source of its present life. 
Christians are exhorted to pay Him reverence? He is 
called the “beloved Son” (7ais) of God, sent from God, 
Mediator of the Divine revelation, and author of man’s 
salvation. He is further described as High Priest—a 
term borrowed directly by the writer from the Epistle 
which seems to form the groundwork of his thought, 
that to the Hebrews. Accordingly, Clement lays much 
stress on the salutary sufferings of the Saviour, as having 
infinite merit and efficacy. Through the shedding of His 
blood we have redemption; the pains which He endured 
were “the sufferings of God,’ * the Church is His flock, 
and He its Lord.? 
It cannot, on the whole, be said that language of this 

type is inadequate, though it is unsystematic and devo- 

1 Tren. iii. 3. 3. 

21 Clem. §§ 46, 58. The formula in 58 is quoted by S. Basil, de Spir. 
sancto 29, as ‘‘ archaic.” 

3 See §§ 21, 59, 42; cp. 16, #rAPev, 36, 61, 64, 7, 21, 49, ete. 

4§ 2, 74 maGjuara rod Geo8, according to the oldest reading. See 


Lightfoot, ad doc. 
5 §§ 82, 54. 
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tional. Doxologies are generally addressed to the Father 
through the Son, but in one case Clement seems to ascribe 
Divine glory and majesty directly to Jesus Christ. 

The Christology of Icnatrus will repay a closer 
study. His letters are marked by a force, freshness, 
and individuality that brings them nearer than the other 
writings of this age to the Apostolic Epistles themselves. 
The general tone and tendency of his thought is akin to 
that of S. Paul’s later writings, especially the Epistle to 
the Ephesians.2. His main work, however, was that of a 
Church ruler. He felt himself called to the task of 
defending and consolidating the organisation of the 
Church in view of dangers arising from an incipient form 
of heresy, which seems to have combined a Judaistic 
insistance on ceremonialism with docetic views of our 
Lord’s person. To minds imbued with Oriental mysticism 
it appeared inconceivable that a Divine Being should have 
come into contact with gross matter. The human life 
and sufferings of one who was truly God could only be 
apparitional or putative (év doxncer).3 

Ignatius accordingly insists positively on two funda- 
mental truths— 

1. The true union in Christ of a Divine and a human 
element: as Ignatius expresses it, the union (&wots) of 
spirit and flesh. In this antithesis lies the gist of his 
theology. It is sufficient by way of illustration to quote 
one crucial passage (ad Eph. vii.): eis iatpos éote capKeKos 
Kal mvevpatiKos, yevynTos Kal ayévyntos, év avOpwre@ 
eds, ev Oavatw Con arnOivy, nat é« Mapias xai éx 
Ge0b, mpatov Tabntos Kal TOTe arrays, "Incods Xpicrds 


1§ 20; cp. §§ 50, 64. 2 Harnack, Grundr. der Dogm. § xi. p. 41. 
3 Tren. ili. 16. 1: ‘‘ Alii vero [dicunt] putative eum passum, naturaliter 
impassibilem exsistentem.” See generally Lightfoot, S. Zgnatius, vol. i. pp. 
359-368. As to the exact character of the heresies attacked by S. Ignatius, 
see Hort, Judatstic Christianity, Lect. x. 
It 
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6 kbptos judv. Of this antithesis each side is developed 
in different passages. The deity of Christ is asserted 
in almost “theopaschite” language in Ephesians xviil., 
“Our God, Jesus the Christ, was conceived in the womb 
by Mary according to a dispensation.” So Ignatius 
speaks of “the passion of my God,” “the blood of God,” 
“ Jesus Christ our God,” “Son of Man and Son of God.” ? 

In one passage Christ is called Adyos, and is described 
as the essential revealer of God. “There is one God who 
manifested Himself through Jesus Christ, His Son, who 
is His Word that proceeded from silence, who in all things 
was well-pleasing to Him that sent Him.”* He existed 
at the Father’s side from all eternity. Ignatius simply 
states this aspect of the truth without offering any 
solution of the problem as to the Divine unity. Here 
we see in germ the Logos-doctrine of the apologists, and 
the antinomy which they endeavour to solve. On the 
other hand, Ignatius insists vehemently on the reality of 
Christ’s human experience and sufferings. In his striking 
phrase, the gospel is the “flesh of Jesus.”® Thus in one 
passage he speaks of Jesus Christ “who was of the race 
of David, who was the Son of Mary, who was truly born 
and ate and drank, was truly persecuted under Pontius 

1The expression dyévyyros does not deny the Divine generation of 
the Son, that conception not having in Ignatius’ day been syste- 
matically thought out. It is no proof, therefore, that Ignatius denied 
the pre-existent Sonship. His aim is simply to enforce the antithesis & 
avOpwhry beds. Cp. Swete, The Apostles’ Creed, pp. 27, 28. In a later age 
yevvnros kal dyévynros would have been more cautiously expressed. See 
Lightfoot, §. Zgnat. vol. ii. pp. 90 f. (Excursus), who remarks that to 
Ignatius ‘‘the eternal yévyynois of the Son was not a distinct theological 
idea” ; see also Bull, Nicene Creed, vol. i. p. 96. 

2 See Hph. Inscr. and §§ 1, 20; ep. Rom. §§ 8, 6, ete. 

3 Magn. viii.; cp. Eph. xix. ; Rom. viii. 

4 Magn. vi. ; ep. Polyc. iii. rov brép Karpov mpooddxa, tov Axpovoy, rov 
ddbparor, rov bi juas Spardv,x.7.A. Cp. Hagenbach, Hist. of Doctrines, E.T. 
vol. i. p. 163. 

5 Philad. V.5 ep. ix. 
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Pilate, was truly crucified and died . . . who, moreover, 
was truly raised from the dead.”* Again, “He suffered 
truly, as also He raised Himself truly, not, as certain 
unbelievers say, that He suffered in semblance, being 
themselves mere semblance.”2 It would seem ag if the 
word adnOdés were a kind of “watchword against 
docetism.”* The real humanity of the historic figure in 
the Gospels was the ground of all that Ignatius hoped and 
suffered.* His faith centres in Jesus Christ incarnate. 

2. The nature of the Church corresponds, in Tgnatius’ 
view, to the dual nature of Christ. She exhibits and 
perpetuates under visible, earthly conditions the Divine 
life of her Head. She is indwelt by Jesus Christ; His 
life is her life, and the mirror and guarantee of the one- 
ness of the Divine life is the episcopate; the bishop 
embodies and represents the double-sided life of the Son 
of God. “Thou art fleshly,” says Ignatius to Polycarp, 
“and spiritual.”® The bishop visibly embodies in an 
earthly sphere the grace and power of a spiritual and 
celestial order. So, again, sacraments have a double 
_ nature: under a visible material form is veiled the gift 
of a spiritual ‘presence, of a Divine life. In them, too, 
the union of flesh and spirit is perpetuated. The life 
of the Church has, in fact, its visible secular side, and its 
invisible spiritual side, but the life is ever one and the 
same, namely, the life of the glorified Christ Himself. 
He is the personal source of life and therefore of unity; 
through sacraments the one life is communicated to the 
faithful ; in the episcopate the perpetuation of the one 
life is symbolised and secured ;7 outward union with the 


1 Trail. ix: 2 Smyrn. i., ii. ; ep. Magn. xi. 
8 Lightfoot on Trall. ix. 4Cp. Trail. x. 
5 Polye. ii. 6 See Smyrn. vi., viii.; Philad. iv. 


7 See Magn. i.: &v als [éxxdynolus] &vwow ebxopoe capkos kal rvedparos 
"Inood Xpisrod rod bua wayrds jay fav. Ibid. xiii: va tywors | capKuch re 
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Church is, in fact, the condition of spiritual union with 
Christ. Hence Ignatius’ repeated insistance on subjec- 
tion to the bishops and presbyters. 

The fundamental thought of these passages seems to 
be common to the sub-apostolic age. Thus the writer of 
the second epistle of Clement describes the Incarnation 
in an unusual phrase. Christ, he says, “ being originally 
spirit became flesh”;1 but as regards the Church he 
goes further than Ignatius, and traces.an analogy between 
the incarnate Lord and the visible Church. The Church 
also, he insists, “ existeth not now for the first time but 
hath been from the beginning: for she was spiritual, as 
our Jesus also was spiritual, but was manifested in the 
last days that He might save us. Now the Church 
being spiritual, was manifested in the flesh of Christ, 
thereby showing us that, if any of us guard her in the 
flesh and defile her not, he shall receive her again in the 
Holy Spirit: for this flesh is the counterpart and copy of 
the spirit.” ? 

There is a strong vein of mysticism in Ignatius, which 
is exemplified in his treatment of the facts of the 
Redeemer’s birth and death;* but this does not interfere 
with his general tendency to insist on the objective 
reality of the Incarnation. Ignatius is the great teacher 
of the sacramental significance of the incidents of the 
incarnate life. In this respect he would seem to be 
powerfully influenced by the thought of S. John, and 
may be regarded as the forerunner of Melito, Irenzus, 


kal rvevmarixy. Op. Rom. Inscr.; Smyrn. i. A catena of passages on the 
ministry is collected by Gore, The Church and the Ministry, c. 6. 

1[2 Clem.] ix. 

2[2Clem.] xiv. The general idea is probably Platonistic, and is further 
developed in the Valentinian system with its «on ‘‘ Ecclesia.” See 
Lightfoot ad doc. Hermas also dwells on the pre-existence of the Church. 
Vissi. aeop.. 78. 1.8: 

8 See Hph. xix. 
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Athanasius, Gregory of Nyssa, and Cyril of Alexandria.! 
The short epistle of PotycarP exhibits a close dependence 
on earlier writings, especially 8. John’s first Epistles, and 
is peculiarly valuable on account of its fidelity to the 
tradition, “ the word delivered unto us from the begin- 
ning.”?  Polycarp also speaks of the fundamental 
Christian fact as “the coming of our Lord in flesh.” 8 

In the above brief survey of the Apostolic Fathers it 
has been our aim simply to illustrate their conception of 
Christ’s person. There were many contemporary currents 
of thought and speculation which have left their impress 
on these early writings, but it is no part of our plan to 
investigate them, or to show their bearing on the thought 
of the early Church. We started with the statement 
that Christianity in its essence is not so much a creed as 
a fact. It has been the aim of this section to show how 
that fact was apprehended in the apostolic age; what 
was its influence on thought and action. Accordingly itis 
important to notice how the central fact is made the basis 
of corporate life and organisation. The Church consists 
of small and scattered communities of believers bound 
together by common ordinances and united by a common 
hope, looking for a speedy return of the Lord to judge the 
world, and meanwhile cultivating a life of brotherly kind- 
ness and austere sanctity,as the most effective means of wit- 
nessing to a hostile world their belief that in the incarnate 
Christ, God had indeed visited and redeemed His people. 


§ II. HERESIES AS TO THE PERSON OF CHRIST IN THE FIRST 
AND SECOND CENTURIES 


The first great struggle of the Church was with Jews 
and heathens without her pale. In the second century 


1 Harnack, Grundr. der Dogm. § xi. p. 41. 
2 Polyc. Ep. ad Phil. c. vii. ; cp. 1S, Jo. ii, 24, 8 Tbid. vi., vii. 
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she had to contend with elements of Judaism and 
heathenism within. Incipient traces of this struggle are 
already discernible in the Pauline Epistles: we find 5. 
Paul dealing with Judaistic reaction in the churches of 
Galatia; with tendencies to ethnicism in Corinth; and 
with a form of Essene-Gnosticism at Colosse. But 
during the course of the second century heresy assumes 
definite and systematic shape, and, generally speaking, 
appears in one of two forms—(1) Ebionism, (2) Gnosticism. 

1. Under the name Ebionism may be included all 
modes of thought which tend to regard Christ merely as 
a human teacher; all Judaising “ pseudo-Petrine” ten- 
dencies. Practically Ebionism is Christianised Judaism, 
appearing at first, perhaps, as an imperfect form of 
Christian belief, but having a retrograde tendency in a 
Jewish direction. 

2. Gnosticism, on the other hand, is of the nature of a 
reaction towards heathenism, and may with some correct- 
ness be described as a“ pseudo-Pauline” tendency. Itisin 
fact essentially a kind of heathen theosophy which incor- 
porates a Christian element in its theory of redemption. 

Thus while Ebionism contracts the area of Christianity, 
Gnosticism is rather a vague expansion of it. Ebionism 
is akin to the “adoptianist” view of Christ;+ “the 
meagre, common-sense moral view.” Gnosticism repre- 
sents the speculative, “ pneumatic” view of Christ, only 
exaggerating it in a docetic direction. Perhaps we 
might go further and maintain that in these two forms 
of misbelief we have the fundamental prototypes of all 
the errors that meet us in Christological thought; the 
exaggeration which in countless forms is the product on 
the one hand of a deistic, on the other of a pantheistic 
conception of God. Both types of thought are opposed 


1 }iartensen, Christian Dogmatics, § 128. 
2 Op. Wordsworth, The One Religion, Lect. ii, 
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to the reality of the doctrine of a Divine Incarnation. 
Ebionism anticipates the Arian view that Christ is no 
more than a creature of God ; Gnostic docetism, the Euty- 
chian denial of the permanence of our Lord’s humanity. 

I. The Ebionites. 

The original Jewish Christians who adhered to their 
national customs* while they accepted the Christian 
faith probably called themselves Nazarenes. Theirs was 
a timid, narrow, stunted, imperfect Christianity. They 
used the so-called Gospel of the Hebrews, and observed 
Mosaic ordinances, but did not positively refuse to hold 
communion with Gentile Christians. Their conception of 
our Lord’s person, though by no means adequate, was at 
least higher than that of other Judaistic sects, and Jerome 
perhaps describes them fairly as being neither Christians 
nor Jews. This type of belief is represented by the 
Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, the bulk of which 
probably belongs to a period before the fall of Jerusalem. 
In this work Christ is connected with the tribe of Levi, 
and is regarded as the giver of a new law.” 

The Ebioniteg, if we are to regard them as distinct 
from the Nazarenes,® are the rigid descendants of those 
fanatical Judaisers whom we meet with in the earlier 
Epistles of S. Paul, with the difference that their belicf is 
more formal, consistent, and reactionary. Of these there 
seem to be two well-marked types: Pharisaic and Essene. 

1. The Pharisaic Ebionites were a larger and more 


1 Just. M. Dial. xlvi.: 7d caBBarttew Aéyw kal 7d repiréuverOae Kar rd 
Th éupnva pudracoew kal rd BamriferOar aduevdy rwos Gy amnydpevras bd 
Mwiicéws (qu. by Hort, Jud. Chr. p. 194). 

2 Cp. Lightfoot, Galatians (ed. 6), p. 320. 

’The distinction is questionable, though maintained by Zahn and 
Bishop Lightfoot. Harnack thinks that apart from the Gnostic Jewish 
Christianity (see below) ‘“‘there is but one group of Jewish Christians 
holding various shades of opinion, and these from the beginning called 
themselves Nazarenes as well as Ebionites” (Dogmengeschichte, i. 257). 
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influential body than the Nazarenes. The name Hbionite 
is Hebrew, and its history is obscure ; possibly the name 
Ebionim,' “ poor men,” was originally applied by Church 
writers to the Hebrew Christians generally, whether in 
its literal sense or as suggesting that they claimed to, 
fulfil the first beatitude. At anyrate after the fall of 
Jerusalem the name became in fact restricted to the 
bigoted and sectarian party who did not, like the 
Nazarenes, approximate to the Church, but developed 
the heretical tendency which was latent in their con- 
ception of Christ; “as they had never really perceived 
what was involved in the faith that Jesus is the Christ, 
their faith respecting Him would inevitably shrink.” ? 
They may accordingly be regarded as Jewish Christians 
(Nazarenes) whose faith had degenerated into a belief that 
Christ was a mere man. This at anyrate is the main 
point of their creed. Characteristic of this sect were 
also (1) their view as to the permanent obligation of the 
law; (2) their extreme millenarian ideas, according to 
which the earthly Jerusalem was destined to be the 
centre of a Messianic kingdom of Christ and His saints; 
(3) their abhorrence of S. Paul as an intruder, apostate, 
and heretic. There were other minor points still in dis- 
pute among these sectaries, ¢g., the question of Christ’s 
supernatural birth, which need not detain us. 

2. More prominent, however, than the Pharisaic 
Ebionites were those of a Gnostic type, whose ascetic 
and mystical tendencies may have been due, as Bishop 
Lightfoot thinks, to the influence of the Essenes. The 


1 jax is thought by some early writers (e.g., Tert. de Proeser. 33) to be 
the name of a personal founder. Orig. c. Ceds. ii. 1, suggests that it im-’ 
plies “the poverty of their law.” In v. 61, he distinguishes between the 
two types of Christology ; ep. Iren. i, 26. 2. 

2 Stanton, Jewish and Christian Messiah, p. 166. 

® See Just. M. Dial. 267p ; cp. Hort, Jud. Christ, p. 200. 
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forerunners of these may already be discerned in the 
heretics denounced by S. Paul in the Epistle to the 
Colossians. This younger type of Judaic Christianity 
soon tends to eclipse the elder, and in fact seems to have 
had a wide expansion: partly because of its speculative 
and theosophic tendency, which harmonised with per- 
manent elements in the Syrian character; partly because 
it: became embodied in a literature. F rom this sect 
emanate the pseudo-Clementine writings which apparently 
belong to the second half of the second century, and the 
_ Book of Elehasai (or Elxai), which occasionally gives a name 
to the sect." The general history and character of this 
literature does not concern us, but the Book of Elxai is 
important as indicating the principal tenets of the sect 
from which it emanates, and the general standpoint of 
their Christology. The gospel is depicted as a re- 
storation of the primeval, universal religion, which has 
ever been perpetuated in the world, and is identical with 
the Mosaic system regarded not as a ceremonial law, but 
as a type of religious belief. The organs of this religion 
are the great prophets, in whom Christ, the one true 
prophet, has successively revealed Himself. Thus He 
seems to be identified with Adam, the primal man, who 
has reappeared at various epochs in human history ; in 
fact, Adam, Enoch, Noah, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Moses 
are seven different incarnations (so to speak) of the same 
being who has reappeared in Christ. There seems to be 


1 Hilgenfeld collects the fragments of the Book of Elxai, Nov. Test. 
extra Can. rec. Cp. Harnack, i. 260 ff. See Epiph. Her. lii. ; Hippol. 
Philos. x. 29. Harnack briefly deals with the question of the date and 
composition of the Olementina, and assigns to them a late date (200-250 
at the earliest) ; he inclines to trace them to a catholic source, and thinks 
that their purpose is didactic and moral, not theological. They presuppose 
the diffusion of Elchasaitism, and display the influence of Stoic and Pan- 

_ theistic ideas (i. 264 ff). Bigg, Studia Biblica, vol. ii., suggests a different 
view of their origin, which Harnack pronounces ‘‘ not improbable.” 


170 THE INCARNATION 


no trace in the system of any conception of Christ as the 
Saviour. He is only a teacher and prophet, who has been - 
frequently manifested on earth in various forms.’ This 
idea of Christ’s repeated births was intended apparently 
to secure the continuity of Christianity with the pure 
religion of the Old Testament ; and to commend Judaism 
to the world by representing it as the primeval and 
universal religion. The same object was aimed at in the 
doctrine of forgiveness, which might be bestowed on 
everyone who observed certain ceremonial conditions and 
made a profession of faith.? In return for these con- 
cessions, the ordinary restrictions of the Jewish mode of 
life were to be observed. 

Apart from these theosophic ideas, the Gnostic or 
Essene Ebionites approximate to the Pharisaic sect in 
their insistance on the legal system, but with a certain 
tendency to expansion ; for baptism takes the place of 
circumcision, and ceremonial ablution that of sacrifice. 
Again, they display a similar hostility to S. Paul, whose 
lineaments can be distinctly traced under the figure of 
5S. Peter’s great enemy, Simon Magus. Practically this 
form of Ebionism was rigidly ascetic—a feature which 
betrays the latent dualism of the system. Over against 
the Divine Wisdom is set Satan, the prince of the 
material world; the good principle, however, and the 
evil are alike essential elements in the Divine Being, and 
thus the entire system seems to be based on a pantheistic 
neutralisation of moral distinctions in God. 

It is not difficult to see how Ebionism of the type 
above described leads on to the system of Cerinthus. 
While Oriental influence would tend to strengthen the 
prevalent idea of the essential evil of matter, the Jewish 

1 Epiph. l.c.; Xpurrdv 58 dvéuare duodoyoter, xriopa abrov tryovmevor Kut 


del wore Patvdpevow Kal mpHrov pev wemhGa Oat atirdv ey TH’ ASG. K.T.N 
* Hippol. Philos. ix. 18. 
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mind would ever find a stumbling-block in the doctrine 
of a crucified Messiah. On the one hand, it would appear 
inconceivable that a Divine being should create, or be in 
any sense subjected to material limitations; on the other, 
an easy escape from the scandal of the Passion would be 
opened by a docetic view of Christ’s sufferings. The 
earlier stages of this idea were combated by Ignatius; 
the developed form of it is found in the system of Cerin- 
thus, whose main characteristic as a teacher is the 
double distinction or severance (weptouds) which he main- 
tains (1) between the supreme Deity and the Creator, 
(2) between the man Jesus and the heavenly Christ. 
According to Cerinthus the Christ, a celestial being, whom 
possibly he identified with the Holy Spirit, descended 
upon Jesus at His baptism, anointed Him to the Messianic 
office of revealing the unknown Father, and forsook Him 
again before His Passion. Accordingly Cerinthus may be 
correctly regarded as the representative of Essene Judaism 
in its final stage’ His chiliastic views seem to 
exclude him from the ranks of the Gnostics. He found, 


indeed, a_place_ for istic Gnostic i 
‘his system, but his view of Lord _as_a mer ; 


endowed with an exceptional gift of the Divine Spirit, is 
essentially Ebionitic. It is, however, a matter of some 
difficulty to determine precisely his true relation to the 
different types of error which have been under considera- 
tion.? A close study of the nature of the Judaising 
movement in the first and second century makes it 


1Cp. Iven. i. 26. 1; Euseb. iii. 28. Schaff, Anie-Nic. Christianity, 
vol. ii. § 123. Cerinthus is akin to Judaistic heretics—(1) in his gross 
chiliastic views and insistance on circumcision ; (2) in his rejection of the 
Gospels, except a mutilated S. Matthew. Cp. Dorner, Person of Christ, 
div. i. vol. i. p. 197; Lightfoot, Jynatius, i. 364-368 ; Westcott, Hpp. or 
S, Jo., Introd. pp. xxxiv. f. 

2 See the divergent views in Hagenhbach, Hist. of Doctrines, § 23, note 4. 
The question is discussed by Hort, Juduistic Christianity, Lect. xi. 
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evident that manifold phases of misbelief and shades of 
speculation were only too likely to be current. It need - 
only be observed finally that the main tendency of 
Judaistic error, in its Essene development, is to a false 
spiritualism. While the earlier type of error is rational- 
istic, the later is speculative. As Dorner remarks, “ The 
tendency which conducts to Sabellianism and that which 
conducts to Arianism are as yet turbidly confused”; * 
they begin to separate in the third century, and assume 
a distinct and more or less philosophic form. 

IT. Gnosticism. 

The systems of thought which are classed together 
under the general name of “ Gnosticism” are not without 
importance as real attempts to present Christianity in its 
true character as the absolute religion. That which the 
mass of believing Christians accepted as a perfect way 
of life must be capable from another point of view of 
being presented as a universal system of Divine know- 
ledge. Herein, however, lies the main error of Gnosticism. 
It is based on a narrow and exclusive conception of 
Christianity as a new philosophy of the universe, of 
history, and of the Divine nature itself. It has a 
characteristic tendency to ignore or disparage the histori- 
cal origins of Christianity,—to disconnect the facts and 
ideas of the New Testament from their root in the Old 
Testament history. Nevertheless it is important to 
recollect that Gnosticism, as a factor in the history of 
the Church, is only one form in which the reigning spirit 
of Greek philosophy finds its embodiment. In the 
second century Hellenic paganism tended to assume a 
syncretistic character. “The cultured,” says Harnack, 
“no longer had a religion in the sense of a national 
religion, but a philosophy of religion.” The baffled 
instinct of worship, and the yearning for moral self- 

+ ? Dorner, op. cit. div. i. vol. i, p. 217, 
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discipline, found their satisfaction no longer in the out- 
worn creed of Greece, but in the cults and mysteries of 
the East. Gnosticism has in fact a practical, as well as 
a speculative side, and this no doubt accounts for its 
dangerous attractiveness in an age when Christianity was 
still struggling for its existence, and the spiritual needs 
of mankind were peculiarly urgent. 

1. And yet in one of its aspects Gnosticism has the 
character of a pagan reaction! It marks the reappear- 
ance within the Christian pale of the exclusive aristo- 
cratic spirit of ancient philosophy and religion. Its 
leading feature is an over-estimation of knowledge and 
a depreciation of faith. Faith was regarded as a virtue 
fitted only for the rude mass of mankind; the animal 
men (YuxvKor) who were incapable of higher things. 
Har superior to them were the spiritual (svevpatixoi), 
whose privilege was not to believe, but to know. This ex- 
clusive temper had already displayed itself in apostolic 
times,” and is closely connected with a fundamental mis- 
conception as to the meaning of redemption, as if men 
were to be saved not by faith but by speculation,—not 
‘by love but by knowledge. The spirit of the Gnostic 
systems was thus diametrically opposed to that of 
Christianity. “For our prophets,” says Origen, “and 
Jesus Christ Himself and His apostles, were careful to 
adopt a style of address which should not merely convey 
the truth, but which should be fitted to gain over the 
multitude, until each one, attracted and led onwards, 
should ascend as far as he could towards the comprehen- 
sion of those mysteries which are contained in these 
apparently simple words.” The gospel had indeed pro- 


1 There is thus an element of truth in the idea of Irenaeus (ii. 14.1 ff.) that 
Gnosticism actually borrowed some of its ideas from heathen mythology. 

2 Cp. 1 Cor. viii. 

3 ¢, Cels. yi. 2 (Clark’s translation). See ibid. vii. 60, and cp. Col, i. 28. 
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mised the true knowledge of God; but knowledge was 
destined to be the outcome of a moral discipline in which - 
faith must be a constant and essential element. 

2. Again, Gnosticism was in principle eclectic, borrow- 
ing from many systems, and incorporating widely different 
elements. Its tendency was, to use a convenient term, 
highly syncretistic. It drew material from Oriental, 
Hellenic, and Jewish sources; it employed in dealing 
with the Old Testament the allegorical method already 
in vogue among Greek philosophers and in the Christian 
schools And all the scattered elements were combined 
chemically, as it were, in a fantastic or even poetic 
system which can only be appropriately called Christian 
in virtue of the prominent idea of a redemption of which 
Christ is the agent—an idea which, in one form or 
another, is common to all forms of Gnosticism. It is 
probable, as Harnack remarks, that no such considerable 
stress was laid by the Gnostic teachers on the theoretic 
details of their systems as on the practical discipline of 
life by which they attracted their followers, and the 
place they assigned to Christ; the philosophic life was 
held to be of higher importance than philosophic theory. 
It seems difficult otherwise to explain the practical 
success and wide extension of the Gnostic movement. 
In some way it must have satisfied the yearning for a 
higher life and the spirit of devotion to Christ. But it 
seems inaccurate to describe the Gnostics as “the first 
theologians,”? except in so far as they attempt to 
deal constructively with the new material supplied to 
thought by the Christian faith. The revelation of the 
gospel had profoundly modified current ideas of God, and 
of His action in nature and history. The Gnostics are so 
far theologians that they endeavour to restate the doctrine 
of God in accordance with those vast conceptions of the 

1 Op. Hatch, Hibbert Lectures, pp. 75, 76. ? Harnack, 
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Divine nature and providence which had been opened to 
man by the Incarnation of Christ; that they attempt to 
grasp and articulate the master thought of S. Paul that 
in Christianity was revealed the dispensation of the fulness 
of times, the catholic religion, which must ultimately 
supersede all other systems of faith, even the most vener- 
able. What the Gnostics lacked was the idea of a histori- 
cal development or education of faith, and to this deficiency 
is due their rejection of the Old Testament. They 
exaggerated one side of the Pauline theology, while they 
overlooked S. Paul’s insistance on the permanent value and 
importance of the Old Testament history and theology. 
The various attempts that have been made to classify 
the Gnostic systems need not here detain us; we are 
rather concerned with the general features common to a 
widely-diffused intellectual tendency. For “the epoch- 
making significance of Gnosticism for the history of 
dogma,” says Harnack, “must not be sought chiefly in the 
‘particular doctrines, but rather in the whole way in 
which Christianity is conceived and transformed.” Some 
sects betray affinities with Judaism; others display an 
expansive tendency, admitting more of the pagan 
mythopoeic element; in others, Christian ideas are pre- 
ponderant. The most practicable division, but one which 
must be adopted with caution, is that which is based on 
the geographical distribution of the Gnostic sects. The 
. Syrian Gnosticism may be distinguished from Alexandrian 
Gnosticism on the one hand and from the’ practical and 
critical system of Marcion on the other. But the 
greater groups were surrounded by a number of motley 
communities which defy classification, and exhibit various 
phases of intellectual extravagance. Broadly speaking, 
the Oriental dualistic and ascetic element is character- 
istic of the Syrian school, of which Saturninus and 
1 Eph, i. 10, 
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Bardesanes are representatives. The Platonistic idea of 
God, and an elaborate system of wons or emanations . 
from the supreme Deity is characteristic of the Alex- 
andrine Gnosticism of Valentinus, which spread widely 
in Gaul and the West. The system of Marcion is con- 
nected with Asia Minor, and is perhaps not to be regarded 
as Gnosticism proper, but rather as an exaggerated form 
of Paulinism. Nor is it clear to what extent, or for how 
long a period, the different Gnostic sects stood in any 
definite relation to the Church. The prominent teachers 
would naturally excite suspicion by their aggressive atti- 
tude towards the Old Testament ; but it was not so easy as 
we are apt to suppose, to formally exclude false teaching 
from the pale of the Church in days when an authoritative 
standard of doctrine was as yet lacking. Nor does it 
appear to have been ‘a simple matter to form and organise 
associations or schools apart from the Church. But at 
anyrate the problem presented to the Church by 
Gnosticism was that of excluding a false view of Chris- 
tianity, and this was found to be most easily achieved by 
insisting on the real doctrinal significance of the tradition. 
Gnosticism thus paved the way for the more complete 
formulation of the Christian creed. 

The problems with which Gnosticism busied itself were 
mainly two—(1) the problem of creation ; of the mode in 
which an infinite, absolute, transcendent Being can come 
in contact with, or be the creator of matter; (2) the 
existence of evil, and the means of deliverance from its 
power. These problems were approached in the light of 
a prejudice common to all the Gnostic systems, and 
ultimately derived, in all probability, from Oriental 
sources, namely, the idea of the essential evil of matter. 
Redemption was thought to consist in the liberation of 
the spiritual element from the bondage of matter, a result 

1 Harnack, Dogmengeschichte, pt. i. bk. i. c. 4, § 4 (vol. i. 214 f.). 
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to be attained through rigid asceticism and intellectual 

enlightenment. It is the need of such redemption that 
gives occasion for Gnostic soteriology and Christology. 

It only concerns us for present purposes to collect the 

leading characteristics of Gnosticism as a system opposed 

to the doctrine of the Church. 

1. The repudiation of an Incarnation, a manifestation 
of Deity in visible form. To evade the idea of a true 
Incarnation,—a _ real contact with matter,—a_docetic 
view of Christ’s humanity was adopted (eg., by the Syrian 
Gnostics and Tatian); or, on the other hand, a distinc- 
tion was made between the heavenly xon Christ and the 
man Jesus. This implied a double nature and a double 
personality in Christ. The Redeemer as Redeemer was 
not strictly human, for human nature was inherently 
sinful. Coherent with this general point of view in 
Christology is the conception of redemption as enlighten- 
ment; Christ is the revealer of the unknown God, and 
delivers man from the bondage of material existence, 
His historical appearance is itself the manifestation of 
the truth by which mankind is redeemed. 

2. Insistance on the contrariety between the Old and 
New Testament, and a consequent distinction between 
the supreme Deity and the inferior, or even hostile, 
creator (Demiurge). The supreme God was the God of 
the New Testament revealed by Jesus Christ; the 
inferior Deity was the God of the Jews. This view 
implies an opposition between creation and redemption, 
and is also based on the belief that the New Testament 
alone is the record of revelation, and that whatever be 
the historical value of the Old Testament, its religious 
significance is comparatively little. According to one 
interesting Gnostic document, which may be quoted in 
illustration, the God of the Old Testament is most 
properly described as just; inferior to the perfect God, 

12 
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and falling short of His righteousness, being in fact 
“generated, and not ingenerate.”1 The Demiurge was 
the lowest of a hierarchy of zons, or heavenly beings 
emanating from the supreme Godhead, gross enough in 
nature to come in contact with matter, and therefore a 
possible medium through whom the higher might pass 
over into the lower, the Divine, spiritual, and uncreated 
element into the created and material sphere. 

3. Characteristic of the Gnostics is also the appeal 
to a secret tradition supposed to be derived from the 
apostles themselves. This secret tradition was to be 
elicited by a critical examination of the apostolic writings, 
and a free use of the allegorical method. The conse- 
quence of this position was a tendency to reject the 
historic tradition of the Church as to the facts of Christ’s 
earthly life. Events and actions were treated as mere 
symbols; texts were distorted or explained away by 
allegorising. ‘The narrative of the Gospels was repre- 
sented as being not a history of Christ, but an allegorical 
description of cosmological facts and laws. History was 
only the fluctuating outward expression of intellectual and 
moral ideas ; Christ had no history in any intelligible sense. 
A word should be added as to the practical system of 
the Gnostics. Compared with the uniform ethical teaching 
and discipline of the Church, the practice of the Gnostics 
varied in one of two directions. Some sects were ascetic, 
professing to follow the example of Christ in forbidding 
marriage, the acquisition of property, and the use of flesh 
or wine. The Syrian Gnostics were, as a rule, of this 
type. Other communities were antinomian and immoral ; 
thus the Nicolaitines, Carpocratians, and some of the 
Egyptian Gnostics cultivated “indifference” ;* matter 


lyevynrds dy Kal ovK dyévyntos. Plolemeus ad Floram, ap. Epiph. 
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being alien from man, and hostile to spirit, was to be used 
or left unused at pleasure; contact with it could neither 
hinder nor help the upward strivings of the spirit. 

Enough has been said to illustrate the general char- 
acter of Gnostic ideas and speculations. There can be 
no doubt that they gave a powerful impetus to the 
“world-appropriating” tendency in Christianity, In 
spite of much that is fantastic, arbitrary, and even 
revolting in different systems, the Gnostic movement as 
a whole exercised deep and lasting influence on the 
Christological thought of the Church. It undoubtedly 
owed its wide popularity to its hold upon the central 
thought of Christianity,—the redemption of the world by 
a Divine Being condescending to man’s need; and many 
of the problems which confronted later theologians, were 
already anticipated by Gnostic thinkers. But the rock 
on which Gnosticism split was its implied denial of the 
universality of the Christian salvation. “Had Gnostic- 
ism remained unsubdued,” says Dorner, “it would have 
appeared as if thought or science and Christian faith 
were mutually contradictory. Thus there would have 
* been introduced into Christianity the intolerable distinc- 
tion of an esoteric and exoteric truth, which would be as 
foreign to its nature as Gnosticism itself.” 

Marcion is, perhaps, hardly to be classed as a Gnostic, 
inasmuch as his interest is more practical than specula- 
tive, and his aim was that of being a reformer of the 
Church on the basis of what he believed to be the 
Pauline gospel; indeed, he was the founder of a church 
of his own, and so far differed from the Gnostics as to 
exalt faith above knowledge. His system is akin to 
that of the Gnostics, however, in drawing a sharp 
distinction between the good God, whose free grace is 

revealed in the New Testament, and the limited, defec- 
1 Person of Christ, div. i, vol. i. p. 254 (E.T.), 
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tive being revealed in the Old Testament. The basis of 
his system is, in fact, an exaggeration of S. Paul’s familiar 
antithesis between law and gospel, flesh and spirit, works 
and grace. Three points may be specially noticed. 

1. Marcion’s criticism of the Old Testament, which 
was of the hard, crude, literalistic type. Carrying with 
him to the study of the Old Testament a pessimistic 
idea of the imperfections of the created universe and the 
severity of natural laws, he seemed to himself to dis- 
cover in the God of the Old Testament a being whose 
attributes corresponded to the actual phenomena of the 
world: a being limited in power and knowledge, hard 
and just, but destitute of any moral quality that held out 
hopes of redemption to man. 

2. Opposed to this being was the God of love re- 
vealed in Jesus Christ, who proclaims the gospel of grace to 
mankind, and founds the Divine kingdom on earth. But 
this idea was traversed by a very limited conception of the 
meaning of salvation, and by the same prejudice against 
matter that distinguished the Syrian Gnostics. It was 
only the spirit of man that would be redeemed; the flesh 
was necessarily subject to the power of the inferior God. 
Hence Marcion taught a rigid asceticism; and his teach- 
ing was soon distorted in a dualistic direction. 

3. His significance for Christology is that his system 
bears witness to the general faith of Christendom that 
in Christ the love and grace of God were finally mani- 
_fested. It is true that Marcion conceived Christ’s 
bodily appearance as docetic ; Christ assumed an apparent 
body, and was therefore exempt from any necessity of 
human birth or human development. He seems, 
however, very inconsistently,? to have attributed special 

1 Tert. de Carne Christi, 1: ‘* Marcion, ut carnem Christi negaret, negavit 


etiam nativitatem, aut ut nativitatem negaret, negavit et carnem,” etc. 
2 Tert. adv. Mare. iii. 8, 
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value and importance to our Lord’s death upon the 
cross, perhaps in deference to prevailing Christian ideas. 
Indeed, in Marcion’s view, the very essence of Christianity 
was the revelation of grace in Jesus Christ; this central 
fact S. Paul alone, as he supposed, among the apostles had 
grasped ; and Marcion believed it to be his own special 
mission to restore the fundamental truth of Christianity 
to its rightful place in the consciousness of the Church. 
This was the aim of his one-sided and rationalistic 
biblical criticism, and of his attempt to found a church 
of believers, which should bring the life of practical 
Christianity within the reach of ordinary men. Further, 
Marcion’s opponents were compelled to acknowledge that 
in the standard of their moral life his followers. did not 
fall short of the highest Christian ideal. But what is 
chiefly noticeable in his Christology is a feature which 
often meets us in the history of doctrine, namely, the 
way in which his view of Christ’s nature and office is 
distorted by a false conception of God. He betrays 
throughout his system a dualistic tendency; he was so 
carried away by the idea of redemption as a work of 
‘beneficent love that he could not imagine the coexistence 
of other Divine attributes with love—exact punitive 
justice and necessary hostility to human sin. He is, in 
fact, overmastered by the supposed antithesis between the 
Old and New Testament revelation. He cannot conceive 
the method by which Divine love acts: its slow and 
gradual approaches, its progressive self-manifestation, its 
disciplinary delays. The Old Testament theophanies he 
dismissed as “unworthy of God.” Thus Tertullian 
rightly remarked that with Marcion “all things happened 
on a sudden.”? He had no idea of a gradual and 


1See Mansel, The Gnostic Heresies, p. 207. 
2Tert. adv. Mare. iv. 11: ‘‘Subito Christus, subito et Joannes, Sic sunt 
omnia apud Marcionem.” Cp. de Carne Christi, 2. 
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progressive Divine movement towards man; bub it was 
this very idea that formed the basis of the catholic doctrine 
of the Incarnation, according to which the Divine Logos, 
who had ever been the light of men, manifested Him- 
self finally in a human form. As Harnack remarks, 
“ Marcion’s attempt is a proof of the unique value of the 
Old Testament to early Christendom, as the only means 
at that time of defending Christian monotheism.”+ In 
abandoning the historical basis of Christianity, Marcion 
misconceived the very truth which he had at heart, in 
spite of his desire to exhibit it in its primitive purity.? 


§ III. Toe DEFENCE oF THE FAITH 


Gnosticism had served one great purpose. It had aroused 
interest in Christianity as the Truth, and had so given a 
decided impetus to the formulation of Christian doctrine. 
The latter half of the second century is marked by the 
rise and development of a rule of faith in opposition to 
the shifting creeds of Gnosticism, and by the beginnings 
of a systematic apologetic, ve. an endeavour to conceive 
and state scientifically the creed of the Church. Prob- 
ably every church already possessed a brief baptismal 
confession, rehearsing the main facts of the Christian 
tradition.? But the hostile pressure of the Gnostic move- 
ment soon convinced the Church of the absolute necessity 
of possessing a fixed standard, by which strange doctrines 


1 Dogmengeschichte, vol. i. p. 248. 

? The system of Marcion marks the first of those ‘‘ Pauline reactions” 
which are ‘‘the critical epochs of theology and the Church.” ‘‘One 
might,” says Harnack, ‘“‘write a history of dogma as a history of the 
Pauline reactions in the Church, and in doing so would touch on all the 
turning points of theology. . . . Paulinism has proved to be a ferment in 
the history of dogma” (i. p. 116); ep. Bigg, Christian Platonists, pp. 
53, 283 ff. 
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might be tested. It would seem that it was the Roman 
Church which mainly encouraged the tendency to form- 
- ulate the common faith; and the Apostles’ Creed in its 
present form seems to bear the marks of conflict with 
Gnostic speculation. It has been said, not perhaps alto- 
gether inaccurately, to be “the simple but emphatic 
protest of the Church against Gnostic heresies; the 
summary of that which was believed or felt to be true.” ? 
Thus the first clause affirms that God is one, and is Him- 
self the Creator of the world, unlimited by any evil or 
inferior power. The phrase, “His only Son our Lord,’ 
sets aside the hierarchy of eons. The recital of Christ’s 
incarnation, passion, death, and resurrection excludes 
docetic ideas of His humanity. The creed, in fact, as a 
whole, asserts the truth which forms the essence of the 
Church’s faith. But the teachers of the period 150-300 
A.D. do not merely hold tenaciously to the substance of 
the tradition of belief which they had received; they 
endeavour to give it philosophic expression, and to 
exhibit it in its relation to scientific thought. The 
period is, in short, an age of apologetics, and the writers 
whom we are to consider may be fairly described as 
apologists, inasmuch as they are mainly concerned to 
vindicate (1) the historical continuity of Christianity— 
its connection with the history and theology of the Old 
Testament; (2) the absolute character of Christianity as 
a final revelation of a God who had never left Himself 
without witness. In the Old Testament the apologists 
found a link of connection with Judaism; in current 
philosophy a point of contact with the Hellenic mind; 
to both Jews and Greeks they acknowledged a debt. 

A prominent and characteristic feature of Gnosticism 
had been its exaltation of knowledge over faith. This 
point of view might be met in one of two ways, 

1 Allen, Continuity of Christian Thought, p. 111. 
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either by recognising the element of truth it contained, 
and endeavouring to estimate the true function and 
sphere of intellect in religion; or by an uncompro- 
mising resistance, which might take the form of a dis- 
paragement of human reason, and an insistance on its 
necessary limitations. It may be remarked that both 
tendencies have an essential function to fulfil in Christian 
thought. The first has been described as “ the world- 
appropriating,” the second as the “world-resisting ” 
tendency.! “There will ever exist,” says Neander, “two 
tendencies of the theological mind, of which, while the 
one will seek to understand and represent the super- 
natural element of Christianity in its opposition to the 
natural, the other will endeavour to point out its connec- 
tion with it. The one will seek to apprehend the super- 
natural and supra-rational element as such; the other 
will strive to apprehend it in its harmony with reason 
and nature—to portray to the mind the supernatural and 
supra-rational as being nevertheless conformable to 
nature and to reason. Thus there is formed a predomin- 
ance of the supra-naturalistic or of the rationalistic 
element, both of which, however, in a sound and healthy 
development of Christian doctrine, ought to exist in due 
measure and proportion.”? The two tendencies may be 
said, with justice, to characterise respectively the Latin 
and Greek theologians of the apologetic age. 

The Western theology may be traced to the school of 
S. John in Asia Minor, which viewed the faith in the 
light of a deposit to be secured and guarded from corrup- 
tion by faithful transmission. Irenzus, whose educa- 
tion in Asia Minor constitutes him a connecting link 
between the disciples of S. John and the churches of 
Gaul, transplants this tendency to the West. The 


1 Neander, Church History, vol. ii. pp. 196-198. 
? Ibid. p. 197 ; ep. the same writer’s Antignosticus, Introd. 
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Western mode of regarding Christianity was ethical and 
practical. The Roman mind especially was marked by 
wonderful tenacity of an idea or system once grasped, 
and a strong instinctive sense of its moral bearings. In 
Tertullian, again, the prevalent spirit of the West found 
an instrument who could give it scientific expression. 
He was a theologian “in whom the elements of the 
Roman and of the Carthaginian character mutually per- 
-yaded each other.”! The Greek theology, on the other 
‘hand, especially in its Alexandrine representative 
Clement, was speculative, quick to assimilate, and 
marked by a wonderful aptitude for harmonising revela- 
tion with reason. It may be contrasted with the Latin 
theology as being more optimistic in tone, and perhaps 
comparatively deficient in moral as opposed to intellectual 
interests. Thus while the Westerns regarded the faith 
mainly as a rule of truth or body of doctrine authorita- 
tively delivered, and secured by the fixed organisation of 
the Church, the Alexandrines insisted on the continuity 
of revelation. To them Christ was not merely the final 
revealer of a transcendent Deity, but the Logos who in 
' all ages of the world’s history has been enlightening and 
educating humanity ; Christianity was not merely a creed, 
but a perfect philosophy. The contrast or divergence 
between the two types of mind has been sometimes 
exaggerated ;* it might be carried into almost endless 
detail, and is a tempting subject for antithetic treat- 
ment;* but for our present purpose it is enough to 
notice that these two types of thought are not related 
as higher and lower, for each has its due place in the 
Christian mind. The Church is at once the salt and 


4 Neander, Church History, vol. ii. p. 199. 
2 As by Allen, Continwity of Christian Thought, pp. 176 ff. 
3 See, for instance, Fairbairn, Christ in Mod. Theol. bk. i. chap. iv. 
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the light of the world, ae. distinct and separate from 
the world, even while necessarily attracting all that is 
akin to itself, It may also be remarked that the pre- 
dominant tone of thought in the Church was, as we should 
antecedently expect in an age when persecution was still 
common, of the Western type. The apologists of the 
Greek school are in fact the first who stem the prevail- 
ing current of Christian opinion when they teach that 
Christianity is not only a life, but a philosophy. 

Before entering further into detail, ‘we may notice one 
great thought which gives its theological character to 
this age. Before the appearance of Gnosticism, the term 
Logos was “a little used treasure” ;? as applied to Christ's 
person it had been left undeveloped. The practical result 
of Gnosticism is that the significance of the term Logos 
is more completely realised and expanded by the leading 
teachers, both Eastern and Western. What then we have 
to study in the theological writers of this epoch is the rise 
and development of the doctrine of the Logos. It was an 
expression already current in religious philosophy ; the 
work of the apologists is to claim it for Christian faith. 


§ IV. THe Greek THEOLOGY 


The Epistle to Diognetus may be regarded as a kind of 
introduction to the theology of the second century. It 
is a beautiful treatise, anticipating the thoughts of later 
theologians of the type of Athanasius, but expressing 
them with a freshness and simplicity that points to an 
early date of composition® Apart from its apologetic 


1 Harnack, Grundriss der Dogm. § 21. 2. 

2 Dorner, Person of Christ, div. i. vol. i. p. 257. 

3 See Kriiger, History of Early Christian Literature [E.T.], p. 186, 
Kriiger is inclined to place it before 185 A.p, In any case the idea of 
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purpose, and its explanation of the nature of Christianity 
as a manifestation of the power of God on behalf of 
helpless humanity (c. ix.), the epistle is interesting for its 
high estimate of knowledge—a point in which it antici- 
pates the teaching of Clement. Thus (c. xii.) the writer 
says, “Not the tree of knowledge destroys [man], but 
disobedience; . . . life without knowledge is not safe, 
nor knowledge without true life... . Let your heart 
be knowledge, and your life the true word received.” 
Here is displayed that anxiety to present Christianity as 
the highest philosophy which marks all the apologists, 
combined with the thought that, though rational in its 
content, the Christian faith is the result of a Divine 
revelation, and can only be apprehended by a mind 
supernaturally enlightened. 

The Christology of the letter may be shortly sum- 
marised. Christ is significantly described as the Word, 
and is represented as fulfilling two functions—(1) that of 
Revealer, (2) that of Redeemer. 

1. As revealer, the Word manifests the true nature 
of God as Love. It is noteworthy that this hint is left 
- undeveloped by the writers who are most influenced by 
Platonism, but it is expanded by Athanasius in his 
treatise on the Incarnation. God is revealed by “ His 
only begotten Son,”* who is sent primarily that men may 
know God as Father. Originally the Creator of the 
universe (teyvi77s), He is sent into the world as the 
Father’s representative (@s Ocdy émeprpev) and as being 
the natural Mediator between God and man. Accord- 
ingly it is His work to manifest the true character of 
God, who had ever showed Himself “not only kind to 
man, but also long-suffering. And truly He always 
was, and is, and will be such,—kind, good, slow to anger 
(dopyntos), and true, and indeed the sole being who is 

1 Chap. x. 
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good.”! Further, the Divine method in redemption was 
worthy of the Divine character. The Son was not sent, 
as man might have supposed, to exercise tyranny, or to 
smite with fear. “ Rather the Father sent Him in gentle- 
ness and meekness, like a king sending his son who 
is also a king; He sent Him as God, as man to men; 
He sent Him as purposing to save, as persuading, not 
doing violence to men, for violence is no part of God's 
nature. He sent Him as calling men, not pursuing; He 
sent Him as loving them, not judging.”2 Thus with 
great beauty the ethical aspect of redemption is insisted 
on, as an act worthy of a God of love, and fitting in rela- 
tion to a moral being such as man; for it is hinted (ce. x. 
init.) that there is an essential affinity between the 
Logos indwelling the soul of man and the Logos who 
reveals the Father—a thought more fully developed by 
the Alexandrines. 

2. As Redeemer, Christ comes to reveal the Divine 
compassion for sinners; to suffer as their ransom and 
the price of their redemption, after long forbearance on 
God’s part, and the fillmg up of the cup of human 
iniquity. Salvation, which is life, could in no other way 
be attained by man than by a gift of Divine pity. The 
death of the Son is not stated to be an atoning sacrifice 
for sin, but rather a supreme manifestation of Divine 
love, and the source to mankind of Divine healing, light, 
strength, and life? 

Here, then, we have the characteristic notes of the 
Greek theology, which perhaps reaches its most com- 
plete expression in the de Jncarnatione of Athanasius. It 
only remains to note that the writer calls himself “a 
disciple of apostles,” and professes to “minister what 
has been handed down” to himself The epistle, in 


1 Chap. viii. 2 Chap. vii. * See the beautiful passage, chap. ix. 
“Chap. xi, (the genuineness of which, however, is doubtful), 
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fact, embodies in a finished literary form that view of the 
Incarnation which is characteristic of 8. John. 

From the writer of the Epistle to Diognetus we pass to 
the group of second and third century writers generally 
known as apologists, the principal names being those of 
Aristides, Justin Martyr, Tatian, Clement of Alexandria, 
Theophilus, Athenagoras, and the Latin writers Tertullian 
and Minucius Felix. All these may be said to have in 
common the conception of Christianity as a philosophy or 
system of truth, based on Divine revelation and attested 
by the continuous witness of prophecy. All agree in 
teaching the natural correspondence of the Christian 
“philosophy” to the reason of man. In a sense the 
Christian view of God, and the world, and the human 
soul is as old as the creation, and the apologists 
occasionally insist that what other philosophers have 
well said belongs to Christianity. Even Tertullian, in 
spite of his vehement repugnance to human philosophy, 
accepts the same point of view when he calls the soul of 
man “naturally Christian.”? Christianity is, in a word, 
the true and absolute religion, revealed to man from 

-heaven, and resting on the authority of a line of inspired 
prophets. “For from the beginning God sent into the 
world men worthy, in virtue of their uprightness and 
innocence of life, to know God and manifest Him—men 
fulfilled with the Divine Spirit.”® And the self-mani- 
festation of God has been impartial, not, as the Gnostics 
taught, confined to a small minority of mankind. “Not 
only,” says Tatian, “do the rich among us pursue our 
philosophy, but the poor enjoy instruction gratuitously ; 
for the things which come from God surpass the 
requital of earthly gifts. Thus we admit all who desire 


1 Justin, Apol. ii. 13; ep. Tatian, c. Grec. xxxi. ; Theoph. ad, Autol. 
iii, 29; Clem. Alex. Protrept. vi. 
2 Jert. Apol. xvil. 3 Tert. Apol, xviii. 


190 THE INCARNATION 


to hear.” In the same spirit Clement explains the 
words of 8. Paul to Titus: the grace of God which bringeth 
salvation hath appeared to all men. The very fact that 
the apologists make their appeal to Gentiles makes them 
apparently the more careful to insist on the universality | 
of the faith they defend. 

It is important when we first come in contact with 
the conception of Christianity as a philosophy (7 xa 
jas didocopia) to distinguish the two main currents of 
thought which were inherited by the apostolic writers: 
Stoicism and Platonism. From Platonism were derived 
those speculative ideas which already to some extent 
appear in Philo, respecting God and His relation to the 
universe: the abstract conception of Deity, as a Being 
transcending the capacity of human faculties; the 
dualistic opposition of God and the material universe ; 
the idea of redemption as consisting in knowledge, and 
attainable by ascetic discipline; the unfettered tendency 
to religious and cosmological speculation, combined with 
a certain deference to religious authority. On the other 
hand, the influence of Stoicism appears in the concep- 
tion of Christianity as natural religion (Tertullian), in 
the tenacious grasp of ethical ideas, in the concrete con- 
ception of the faith as a deposit, a body of truth once 
for all delivered, beyond the range of which speculation 
was to be discouraged. Probably a common feature of 
both systems was the use of allegorism,? which played so 
large a part in the theology of the Gnostics, the Greek 
apologists, and the systematic theologians of Alexandria.* 
Coloured, then, to some extent by previous thought, the 
philosophical conception of Christianity found expression 
in the doctrine of a Divine Logos. 

The term Logos was, as we have seen, a formula 


1¢, Grae, xxxii. 2 Protrept. i. § 7. 
8 Op. Hatch, Hibbert Lectures, No. 2. * Harnack, i. 109 f. 
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already current in religious philosophy. It was an aid 
to thought in its efforts to conceive the mode in which a 
Divine Being could undergo such movement, change, and 
limitation as is implied in the work of creation and 
providence. For the Greek apologists, and to some 
extent even the Latin, were dominated by Platonistic 
conceptions of God. They described Him for the most 
part in negative predicates, “ineffable,” “ingenerate,” 
“invisible,” “incomprehensible,” and the like." God was 
‘eonceived primarily as the supreme cause, manifesting 
Himself in the order and rationality of the created 
universe, before He manifests Himself in revelation. 
The Logos, the personified Divine Reason, thus appears to 
be the necessary and essential mediator between the 
transcendent nature of God and the created universe. 
For the supreme Deity was never G)oyos.2 The Logos, 
who is the Divine Reason, the idea and potency of the 
world, ever existed in God. He issued forth to create 
the universe, “generated” (so it is expressed by more 
than one writer) “ by an act of will”; and thus the Logos 
had a beginning of subsistence im time. But He is not 
separated from His source; though His personality is 
distinct, He yet remains in some sense identical in 
essence with God. In so far as He manifests the 
invisible God, and exercises the creative power of 
Deity, He is a distinct and subordinate Being, and in 
comparison with the Father, a creature, “the first- 
begotten work of the Father.”* It is clear that the 


1Theoph. ad Autol. i. 3: 76 per eldos rob Bed dppynrov Kal dvéxppacror, 
kal wh Ouvduevor dpOdApors.capkivors opabjyac. d6En yap EoTw aX WpNTos, meyEeOer 
dxaradnrros, ter daepwénros, x.7.X. See other passages in Hagenbach, 
Hist. of Doctrines, § 37, and cp. Athenagoras, Leg. pro. Chr. x. 

2 Athenagoras, Leg. x. aidlws Aoyixds dv. 

3The most important passages are Athenagoras, Leg. pro. Chr. x.; 
Tatian, c. Grae. v., where the phrases, Qehjuare mpomndg, épryov mp broKov 
Tod marpos, yéyove KaTa epto pov ov kar’ dmokornv, are specially noteworthy; 
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difficulties of this doctrine are not adequately realised 
by the apologists, and we find undoubted instances of 
confusion in the statement of the doctrine of the Trinity, 
especially an uncertain grasp of the distinction between 
the Word and the Spirit of God, but the Logos doctrine 
developed by these writers very significantly testifies to 
the universal belief in the Redeemer’s pre-existence. In 
this respect they powerfully influence the theology of 
the next century, in which the Church endeavours to 
grapple, not with Christological problems, but with 
those which are involved in the revelation of a Divine 
Trinity. 

It corresponds with this general conception of the 
function of the Divine Logos and of His activity within the 
soul of man, that the apologists display a tendency to 
make redemption consist in Divine enlightenment; in 
the revelation of a heavenly wisdom, by which man is 
delivered from the power of darkness, and his freedom 
strengthened. Even where this thought is not explicitly 
developed, it seems to underlie the high estimate of 
prophecy which is common to all these writers? The 
prophets proclaim authoritatively those truths of natural 
religion which philosophy had in a fragmentary manner 
anticipated ; they are the preachers of a doctrine, by the 
acceptance of which men may attain to salvation and 
triumph over the powers of evil. This idea, which may be 
traced to a Platonic source, seems to pervade the writings 
of the apologists, but is especially prominent in Clement. 
“Since the Word Himself has come to us from heaven, we 


Theoph. ad Autol. ii. 10 and 22, where we find the expressions \éyos 
évduderos, Adyos mpopopixds ; Just. M. Apol. ii. 6; Dial. 56, 61, 128; 
Tert. adv. Prax, 2-9. Clement's idea of the Logos is more ethical, as also 
is that of Ireneeus. 

1 See, e.g., Hagenbach, Hist. of Doctrines, § 44, note 4. 

*Cp. Clem. Protrept. viii. ; Theoph. ad Autol. ii. 9; Just. M. Dial. ¢. 
Tryph. passim.; Apol. i. 36 ff. 


» THE GREEK THEOLOGY 193 


need not, I take it, go any more in search of human 
learning to Athens, to the rest of Greece, and to Ionia. 
For if we have as our instructor Him that filled the 
universe with His holy energies in creation, salvation, 
beneficence, legislation, prophecy, teaching, we have the 
teacher from whom all instruction comes. . . , Receive 
Christ, receive sight, receive thy light, 


‘In order that you may know both God and man,’” 1 


Christ is the teacher, who by the manifestation of truth 
rescues men from darkness and saves them. “Let them 
raise their eyes, and look above; let them abandon 
Helicon and Citheron and take up their abode in Sion, 
For out of Sion shall go forth the law and the word of the 
Lord from Jerusalem.” 2 Thus Clement sees in the Logos 
the merciful instructor of man, by whom the tenderness 
of the Divine Father is revealed. Two traits, indeed, are 
very conspicuous in Clement—(1) his optimistic idea of 
man’s rational faculties and native affinity to the Logos, 
(2) his keen and even ecstatic sense of the Divine love 
displayed in the Incarnation. “The image of God is 
His Word, the genuine Son of mind, the Divine Word, 
the archetypal light of light; and the image of the Word 
is the true man, the mind which is in man, who is there- 
fore said to have been made im the image and likeness of 
God, assimilated to the Divine Word in the affections of 
the soul and therefore rational.” 3 

But the redemptive action of the Logos flows from a 
fountainhead of Divine love and pity. “Not asa teacher 
speaking to his pupils, not as a master to his servants, 
nor as God to men, but as a father does the Lord 
gently admonish His children.”* “For God of His great 

* Clem. Alex. Protrept, xi. §§ 112, 113 (quoting Hom. JJ. v. 128), 


2 Tord. i. §§ 2, 7. 9 Ibid, x. § 98; ep. ix. sub fin, 
4 Tbid. ix. init. 
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love to man comes to the help of man as the mother- 
bird flies to one of her young that has fallen out of the - 
nest; and if a serpent open its mouth to swallow the 
little bird, the mother flutters round, uttering cries of 
grief over her dear progeny; so God the Father seeks 
His creature and heals his transgression, and pursues the 
serpent, and recovers the young one, and incites it to fly 
up to the nest.”1 “It has been God’s fixed and constant 
purpose to save the flock of men; to this end the good 
God sent the good Shepherd.”? From these passages it 
is clear that while the Logos-doctrine is the very pivot 
of Clement’s system, it is coloured not so much by a 
Platonistic idea of God, as by deep and fervid religious 
sentiment. In tone he is more akin to the author of the 
Epistle to Diognetus than to Justin; and he seems to be 
less perplexed than the latter writer by the grave 
problems which his doctrine involved. 

There are two of the apologetic writers whose 
Christology should be studied in somewhat closer detail. 

Justin Martyr is an interesting figure, both from a 
literary and from a theological point of view. His 
spiritual history, as recorded by himself reveals a mind of 
singular sincerity and wide intellectual sympathies. The 
mental discipline through which he passed had a certain 
continuity: its main result was a restless thirst for the 
knowledge of God, and since this knowledge seemed to 
him to be the only worthy end of human life, he naturally 
came to regard Christianity as essentially a philosophy,‘ 
and Christ as the supreme revealer of God. In Platonism 
he had found that which brought him to the threshold of 
the Church: and a Platonist he remained in philosophic 


1 Clem. Alex. Protrept. x. § 91 (quoting Hom. JJ. ii, 315). 

° Tbid. xi. § 116. 5 Dial. c. Tryph. c. ii. 

* Dial. c. Tryph, c. viii: rabrqv udvnv etipurxov pirocoplay dopadF Te Kat 
ovudopor* obrws dn Kal did Tatra Pirdcogos eyib, 
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method, in mental attitude and temper, throughout his 
life. He is a typical specimen of the Greek apologists, 
concerned to represent Christian faith to the cultured 
and thoughtful as a system of Divine knowledge, and 
exhibiting in a striking degree that “ world-appropriating ” 
temper which laid claim to all monotheistic and ethical 
truth that could be discovered in the works of the poets 
or sages of Greece. It was his favourite thesis that each 
of the ancient heathen thinkers “spoke well in propor- 
tion to the share he possessed of the sporadic Word, dis- 
cerning what was akin thereto.” ... . “Whatever 
things,” he says, “have been rightly uttered among all 
men, are the property of us Christians.” 1 

The bearing of Justin’s thought on Christology may 
be best understood by a consideration of the doctrine of 
God which he inherited from Platonism. Justin’s con- 
ception of God is practically one with that of all the 
Greek apologists. He teaches an abstract monotheism. 
God is the cause of all existence ; the only God; ineffable, 
incapable of change or local movement, recognised by 
man through the works of creation, and named in accord- 
ance with the attributes which creation reveals: “ Father, 
God, Creator, Lord, Master.”? It is this abstract idea 
of God which, as we have seen, necessitated the thought 
of a creative Logos, by whom the invisible Father might 
be manifested. At the same time the Platonic concep- 
tion of God is linked to the actual history of revelation 
by Justin’s identification of the only God with the God 
of the Old Testament. “There will be no other God, 
Trypho, nor was there ever from eternity any other 
existing than He who made and disposed in order this 
universe. . . . We reckon none other to be God than 
Him who led your fathers out from Egypt with a mighty 
-hand and uplifted arm. Nor have we set our hope on 

1 Apol. ii, 13, 2 Apol, ii. 6, 
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any other (for there is none other) than the God of 
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.”* Justin believed, with the - 
other apologists, that so far as Christianity was a 
philosophic system of monotheistic cosmology, the Old 
Testament writers were its true exponents. 

We pass to Justin’s Logos-doctrine, and here it should 
be noticed that the necessities of abstract thought com- 
bined with the witness of the Old Testament in pointing 
to the divinity of a second Person, or Son of God, the 
evidence for whose existence appeared to lie on the very 
surface of the Jewish Scriptures. He is a being numerically 
distinct from the Father,? and is even called a second 
God (Geds nal xvptos @repos).* Though the Logos is a 
premundane Being, who before creation existed in 
perpetual converse and communion with the Father, He 
had an origin. “This offspring, which was truly pro- 
jected from the Father (amd tod amatpos mpoBdyOev 
yévvnua), existed with the Father before all creatures, 
and the Father communed with Him. ... He whom 
Solomon calls Wisdom was begotten as a first principle 
(apy) before all His creatures,” etc? By Him as an 
instrument all things were created; and He is attested 
to be Divine ® by the titles assigned Him in Scripture— 
Word, Wisdom, Power, and Glory of Him that begat 
Him. Justin makes the place and function of the Logos 
in the Godhead strictly subordinate and ministerial,’ and 
His unity with the Father is described as if it were in its 
essence only a moral unity—a unity of co-operation and 
service ; but the relationship is illustrated by the in- 

1 Dial. xi. 

2 Anol. i. 18, ii. 6. Justin insists on (1) the uniqueness of this Sonship, 
(2) the subordination of rank which it involved, 

3 Dial. exxviii.: érepdv ru dprOu@ ; ep. lvi. 4 Dial. lvi. 

5 Dial. lxii.—an important passage. 


© Dial. \xi.; 6 Beds dard rod rrarpds TO Sdwv yevynOels, K.T.r. 
7 Dial, \xi, 
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separable union of the radiance with the sun, the Logos 
being actually begotten of the Father, but without any 
division of the Divine substance.’ Finally, it is by an 
act of will that He is begotten.2 According to Justin, 
this is the ultimate ground of His subordination in rank. 

The function of the Logos is to be the essential 
revealer and interpreter of the invisible Father.? In 
this work of manifestation there is a preparatory stage 
before the Incarnation. (1) To the Jews the Logos 
revealed God in prophetic announcements. Much stress 
is laid by all the apologists, and not least by Justin, on 
the function of the prophets. These proclaimed before- 
hand the word of wisdom and revelation which was 
finally manifested in the Son; and it is on the fulfilment 
of prophecy that the claim of Christianity to be the Truth 
is mainly based.* Much importance is also attached by 
Justin to the theophanies of the Old Testament; He 
who appeared to the patriarchs is by him identified with 
the Logos. But the entire Old Testament bears witness 
to Him; Ezekiel, Daniel, Isaiah, David, Solomon, Moses, 
Zechariah describe Him by different titles.° “The 
whole manifold Scripture, with all its many parts and 
voices, is,as it were, a mighty drama composed by a single 
author, the Word of God, who alone speaks through all 
the characters displayed.” ° 

(2) But God left not. Himself without witness even 
among the Gentiles. To them too He made Himself 
known by partial manifestations. Justin teaches that 
the Logos is the Divine reason immanent or “sporadic ” 


© Dial. exxviii. 2 Dial. \xi. 

5 Mal. CXxvill. : Adyov Kadobow, ered) Kal Tas Mapu TOD Tarpods suchas 
péper Tots dvOpdéros. Hence the Adyos is called dyyedos, Dial. lvi. 

4 See Dial. ii.; ep. Harnack, Grundriss der Dogm. § 21. 

5 Dial. exxviii.; Apol. i. 36. 

°H. 8S. Holland in Dict. Biog. s.v. ‘‘ Justinus.” 
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in humanity. There is an unconscious prophecy 
in human thought corresponding to the conscious pro- 
phecy of Hebrew seers. Every man in every race 
possesses an implanted germ of the Word, by the power 
of which he apprehends whatever truth, moral or in- 
tellectual, he knows. This striking thought is distinctive 
of Justin, though it is more completely developed by the 
Alexandrians. It is true that the manifestation of the 
Word in heathen sages was only fragmentary and partial ; 
but so far as they were guided in moral conduct, or in 
philosophic speculation, by the light of the indwelling 
Logos, they were Christians and friends of Christ. 
Reason in man is in fact the “ candle of the Lord,” the 
manifestation of the Divine reason. But the whole 
Word of God, the Divine reason itself in a personal 
form was disclosed only in Jesus Christ, the incarnate 
Logos.? 

Revelation thus culminates in the incarnation of the 
Word; and His work is redemptive. He “redeems” 
man by revealing truth which aids him in his struggle 
against adverse powers, and in his effort to fulfil by a 
righteous life the law of his being. This intellectual 
conception of redemption is, as we have noticed, 
characteristic of the apologists, and shows their affinity 
to Plato, and their strong sense of the close relation 
between belief and conduct, character and creed. Christ 
then redeems mainly by His teaching: He is “our 
Master.”* “The word of His truth and wisdom is more 


1The implied thought is the essential relation of man’s soul to the 
Divine Logos. ‘‘ Wo das Verniinftige sich offenbart hat, da ist stets die 
gottliche Vernunft wirksam gewesen” (Harnack, Dogm. i. p. 424), The 
most important passages are Apol. i. 46 ; Apol. ii. 8-10, 13. 

2 Anol. ii. 8. 

8 “¢ Diimonenherrschaft und Offenbarung—das sind die correlaten 
Begriffe” (Harnack, Dogmengeschichte, i. p. 425). 

4 Apol, i, 4. 
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ardent and more enlightening than the powerful rays 
of the sun, and penetrates into the very depths of heart 
and mind.”* Justin, however, does not overlook the 
redemptive significance of Christ’s sufferings, and of His 
present glorified life. He is a “Helper and Redeemer 
at the sound of whose name even demons do tremble”: 
such power has “ the dispensation of His passion.”? He 
is the High- Engel and Christians are the true high- 
priestly race ;* He is the Head (apy) of a new inaemndy 
negenorated oe baptism, through faith, and tanya 
the cross.* Through Him men can become gods.? 

The doctrine of the person and work of the Holy 
Spirit is as yet undeveloped. Justin speaks of Him as 
holding “ the third place,” “a third rank ” in the Godhead, 
and as an object of Christian worship and devotion.® 
The function of inspiration is specially ascribed to Him: 
He is “ the prophetic Spirit.” But Justin betrays some in- 
distinctness of thought on the relation between the Spirit 
and the Logos,—the inspiration of the prophets being 
ascribed sometimes to the one, sometimes to the other. 
But the way in which he cites the baptismal formula is 
. sufficient to show that there was no tendency in Justin 
to a Sabellian confusion of personalities, in spite of his 
indistinct sense of differentiated functions in the God- 
head.” 

Such is Justin’s Christology, and it is of a sufficiently 
representative type to warrant a few words of criticism. 

In Justin the term Logos seems to be employed as a 


1 Dial. cxxi. ; ep. Apol. i. 23. 

“Dial. Xxx. 3 cp. Ixxvi. 3 Dial. cxvi. 

4 Dial. cxxxvili.: radra quads édldatey em’ dddayy Kal éravaywyn Tod 
av Opwiretov yévous. 

5 Dial. exxiv. 6 Apol. i. 18, 60. 

7 See Apol. i. 33, 86, 60, etc. ; cp. Hagenbach, Hist. of Doctrines, § 44, 
note 4. On Justin’s idea of angels, and the worship due to them (Apod. 
- i, 6), see H. S. Holland in Dict. Chr. Biog. s.v. ‘‘Justinus,” p. 578. 
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standing expression for Christ’s higher nature; it guards 
the idea of pre-existence, just as the complementary 
phrase “Son” (6 pdvos Neydpuevos xupios vids, Apol. ii. 6) 
implies distinctness of personality. But Justin’s use 
of the term seems to combine the Hebraic conception 
of “creative word” with the Hellenic or Stoic conception 
of an immanent Divine reason. It is at this point that 
we notice the limitations of his thought. He suggests 
no doctrine of an eternal Sonship, nor even employs such 
terms as Adyos évduaGeTos and Aoyos* rpodopixds. This 
means that he is unable to discern the full bearing of 
the two images by which he illustrates the relation of 
the Son to the Father: reason and thought, flame and 
the fire from which it is taken; the one suggesting the 
unity of the two Divine persons, the other their distinct- 
ness.” The problem, How is the same Being at once one 
with God and distinct from Him? he leaves untouched. 
By protesting against any division of the Divine substance, 
he vindicates the unity of God; he satisfies the demands 
of Platonic and Mosaic monotheism. But he suggests 
plurality when he insists that the Logos is érepéy tu 
apvOue, numerically distinct from God. 

The problem therefore which he hands on unsolved is 
that of correlating two Beings each of whom is God. He 
is satisfied for himself not to carry his analysis further. 
He guards the unity of God by insisting on the subordina- 
tion of the Son, as “begotten” with a view to the work 
of creation, though pre-existing within the Divine Being. 
The Divine unity is accordingly maintained by minimising 
the independent existence and activity of the Logos. 


Or “utterance.” See Dial. 1xi. Otto’s note. 2 Cp. Dial. exxviii. 

® Apol. ii. 6: 6 Abyos mpd Tov moinudrwy Kat ouvev Kal “yevveyuevos dre 
Tiv dpxhy Ov abrod wdvra erise Kal exdcunoe. Otto says, ‘* cuvéy, nempe 
7@ warpt h.e. tanquam eius mens: Adyos évduberos . . VEVVWULEVOS ; 
Ndyos rpodopuKds.” 
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_Justin’s language is in fact of an Arian cast; just because 
he cannot see his way to any consistent solution of the 
problem which Arius was to raise, Was there a time when 
the Son was not? He speaks of the Father alone as 
“increate” (ayévntos); the Son is His offspring, produced 
or begotten “by an act of the Father’s will”;+ and the 
question might naturally be asked, If the Sonship depends 
on the Father's will, is it an absolute, coeternal Sonship ? 

The “generation” of the Logos is in fact thought of 
by Justin relatively, as a fact prior to creation; it is not 
grounded, as by Athanasius, in a metaphysical necessity. 
But Justin’s language implies that the generation is at 
anyrate unique. If it is described as a voluntary act, at 
least the Gnostic idea of physical necessity is excluded. 
If the Son is called yévynya, “ offspring,” He is nowhere 
spoken of as a “creature” (xricua, 7olnua). Finally, the 
very phrase “ He begat a certain rational power proceed- 
ing from Himself” (€€ éavrod)? seems to imply an 
identity of nature in the Son and in the Father. The 
limitations of the Logos doctrine are thus due to the fact 
that Justin does not fully analyse his own conception of 
' God. “Subordination of the Son to the Father must re- 
present the immediate, primary, natural, and intelligible 
method of presenting to the reflecting mind the recon- 
ciliation of the duality of Persons with the unity of 
will. The very title Son, or Word, implied it. So far, 
too, the logic inherited from the philosophies would 
supply the needful formula.” What was needed was 
the evolution of a higher logic which could “ justify 
the synthesis already achieved by the Christian’s in- 
tuitive belief in the absolute divinity of a dependent 
and subordinate Son.” * 

In passing from Justin to Clement of Alexandria we 

1 Dial. 1xi. 2 Dial. \xi. 
3H. 8. Holland in Dict. Chr. Biog. s.v. “ Justinus,” p. 5740. 
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are conscious of a difference of tone; the Christian facts. 
and ideas which in Justin had fulfilled simply an © 
apologetic purpose, are presented by Clement in some- 
thing of a systematic and dogmatic form. The difference 
of treatment corresponds to the difference between the 
sphere in which each teacher moved. At Rome, the 
gospel was still struggling for recognition; Alexandria 
was a “city of science”; the centre of a kind of renais- 
sance of Greek culture and thought, and its famous 
catechetical school, which first rose into prominence under 
Clement’s rule, aimed at giving theology its legitimate 
position as the all-embracing science. For the age was 
one of transition; and in Clement we see the Christian 
apologist conscious of a wider mission than the mere 
defence of his faith. Thought was in fact “ passing from 
the immediate circle of the Christian revelation to the 
whole domain of human experience.” * 

Naturally enough, therefore, Clement finds in philo- 
sophy no parent of error, but a Divine gift by which the 
heathen world was of old being prepared for the gospel, 
as the Jews were by the law. Philosophy was to the 
Greeks a guide to righteousness, a providential discipline, 
which was destined to be crowned by the Incarnation of 
the Word.? Christianity is the belief in a God who 
has ever been educating our race and leading it on 
towards perfect union with Himself, through the media- 
tion of the Word, disciplining mankind by means of two 
agencies—Greek philosophy and the Old Covenant. The 
main interest of Clement is this highly-wrought and 
richly-developed conception of the Logos. To him the 
Christ of Christianity appears to be the omnipresent 
Divine Reason in every stage and degree of its mani- 
festation; but only fully revealed at the Incarnation. 


1 Westcott in Dict. Chr. Biog. s.v. ‘‘Clemens Alexandrinus.” 
2 See Strom. i. 5, § 28. 
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Christ’s advent is a fact which illuminates the whole 
previous history of the world. All along its course He 
has been immanent in the rational creation ; chastening 
and enlightening it, and guiding it towards the 
fulfilment of its original destiny. This idea of the 
action of the Logos seems indeed to combine the Philonic 
with the Hebraic conception. The Word is not merely 
the spoken utterance of God, the creative Word “ pro- 
jected,” as Justin had expressed it, from Deity; He is 
the speaking, teaching Word, the active Wisdom that ever 
was in and with the Father! Further, it would seem 
clear that Clement has no doubt as to the distinct 
personality of the Logos. “In order to believe truly in 
the Son, we must believe that He is the Son, and that 
He came, and how, and for what end; . . . and we must 
know who the Son of God is. . . . Again, in order that 
we may know the Father, we must believe the Son, that 
it is the Son of God who teaches. And the knowledge 
of the Son and Father . . . is the attainment and exact 
apprehension of truth by the Truth.”? Starting then 
from the same Platonic basis as Justin, Clement passes 
‘beyond him in two points—(1) He has a clearer grasp of 
the unity of the Logos with God. In the Logos it is 
God Himself who is immanent in the world. The same 
attributes are predicated of both Father and Son. (2) 
He withdraws from the pronounced “subordinatianism ” 
of Justin.®? He even goes so far as to declare that the 
Son “begets Himself,’* ae. is the cause of His own 


1 Thus Clement deprecates the passive term éyos mpodopixds, Strom. v. 
i. §6. See Dorner, Person of Christ, div. i. vol. i. p. 289. 

2 Strom. v.i.1. Cp. Bigg, Christian Platonists of Alex., p. 68, who 
points out that according to Clement prayer is to be addressed to tho 
Word ; iid. p. 69. 

3 See Bigg, u.s. p. 69, note 3, where this point is discussed. 

4 éaurov yevvg, drav 6 Abyos caps yévnrat, K.7.. Strom. v. 8, § 16 (Dorner, 
‘op. cit. div. i. vol. i, p. 296). Op. a note in Harnack, i, 578, 579, 
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Incarnation. On the other hand, he is akin to his pre- 
decessor in his idea of the function of Christ, as the only — 
revealer of the unknowable Father; redemption is en- 
lightenment, and philosophy the necessary condition of 
advancing from faith to knowledge. He has also some 
points of contact with Gnosticism—-specially his insistance 
on an “unwritten tradition,” which is the rule of scrip- 
tural interpretation, and a guide in the apprehension of 
truth." 

Such, then, is Clement’s conception of the Logos. It 
is in effect a bold and fruitful expansion of the teaching 
of the prologue to S. John’s Gospel. The great philo- 
sophic ideas which underlie his treatment—the thought of 
the immanence of God, of the unity of truth, of the essential 
affinity between the Word and the human soul—are, as 
it were, claimed by him for Christianity.” What, perhaps, 
surprises us is the comparative absence of reference to 
the Christian facts—the life of Christ and His redemp- 
tive work. The references to the Passion are few, and 
the name High-Priest is applied to our Lord in the 
limited sense which Philo gives to the term ; Christ is our 
Representative and Intercessor before God, rather than the 
One Mediator who offers the atoning sacrifice for man. 
Partly this peculiarity is due to Clement’s optimistic 
estimate of man’s condition and capacities; partly, per- 
haps, to a characteristically Greek deficiency in his idea 
of Divine holiness. It is by His precepts and His gifts 
that Christ redeems,* rather than by His sacrifice; by 
His glorified life, rather than by His death. In fact 


1See Westcott in Dict. Chr. Biog. p. 565. 

2 Clement somewhat superficially maintains, like Justin, that the Greek 
philosophers borrowed from Moses. 

3 Cp. Bigg, Christian Platonists, etc. p. 80 ff. The fact is noticed and 
distorted by Allen, Continwity of Religious Thought, p. 49. 

4 See (¢.g.) Peed. i. 2, § 6. 
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there is much in Clement’s system that suggests com- 
parison with the Stoic picture of the ideal wise man ;' 
there is a kind of cheerful belief in the sufficiency of 
man’s power, not, indeed, to initiate, but at least to co- 
operate with, the means employed for his redemption. 

With regard to the actual conditions and mode of the 
Incarnation, one point in Clement’s system calls for 
notice. It has been. questioned whether his conception 
of Christ's humanity is not docetic in form or tendency. 
He shows traces of a Platonic idea of the body as the 
seat of sinful affections and a prison-house of the soul, 
and in one passage he even speaks of Christ as playing 
His part in a drama.” But there are passages of less 
equivocal sense; and the questionable statements have 
some value as testifying to Clement’s grasp of the fact 
that a Divine Being had really assumed the conditions 
of manhood. He speaks of Christ as “a spirit made 
flesh” (1rved}ua capxotpevor), and draws out the contrast 
between the higher and lower nature of Christ antitheti- 
cally in a series of phrases which remind us of Ignatius. 
“ Believe, O man, Him who is God and man. _ Believe 
- the living God who suffered and is adored; believe, ye 
slaves, Him who died; believe, all ye of human kind, 
Him who alone is God of all men. _ Believe, and receive 
for your reward salvation.” * 

A general survey of the early Greek theology 
shows clearly the nature of the problems involved in the 
Church’s belief, problems which were destined to emerge 
and press for solution in the following century. Amid 


1 Pfleiderer, Gifford Lectures, vol. ii, Lect. viii. 

2 Protrept.x.§110: 7d cwrnprov Spaua ris dvOpwrdryros brexplvero dyvonbels. 
I must be content with referring to the discussion in Dorner, div. i. 
vol. i. pp. 297-299; Bigg, Christian Platonists, pp. 71, 72; Harnack, 
. Dogmengeschichte, i, 595, note. 
3 Peed. i. 6, § 43. 4 Protrept. x. § 106, 
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all the divergent modes of statement, however, the chief 
truth which seems to be accepted as part of the constant . 
Christian tradition is the pre-existence of the Logos who 
was manifested in the Incarnation. The relation of this 
truth to the current conception of God was not as yet 
satisfactorily explained ; and, indeed, the question was 
likely to be insoluble so long as Divine personality was 
understood in the ordinary sense of that term. The idea 
of personality as something finite and exclusive must be 
modified. Hitherto the only way of evading ditheism 
had been the idea that the Logos only became personal 
when He proceeded forth to create. In the distinction 
of the Logos from Himself (in the phrases Xdyos 
évdsaberos and doyos mpodpopixds), the first step was 
taken towards an analysis of the idea of Deity which 
pointed to eternal and necessary relationships within the 
Divine essence, 


§ V. WESTERN THEOLOGY 


We are still dealing with great representatives of the 
apologetic era in Christian theology. The Greek school, 
as we have seen, confronted Gnosticism by a counter- 
system of Gnosis. They regarded Christianity as the true 
philosophy which ancient sages had sought after, and 
which Jesus Christ had brought to light in a final and 
full disclosure of the one true God, authoritatively but 
partially revealed in the Old Testament. The Western 
school had no such sympathy with philosophy. They 
borrowed its concepts and terminology only from neces- 
sity ; they did not altogether discard, but they mistrusted 
speculation. Their tendency was to suspect it as the parent 
of error. They found it at once more easy and effectual 


1Seeeg,, Tert. Apol. 46: ‘ Quid adeo simile philosophus et Christianus, 
Gracie discipulus et celi, fame negotiator et salutis, verborum et 
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to confront the Gnostic with the consent of the Catholic 
Church, to measure his speculations by the fixed and 
rigid rule of an orthodox and universally accepted con- 
fession of faith. While the Greeks had represented the 
expansive and (so to speak) appropriative tendency 
in the Church, the Westerns laid stress on the distinct- 
iveness and finality of her creed. It would seem that 
the tendency to expand the brief baptismal confession 
into a standard formula of belief was already clearly 
marked both in Rome and Asia Minor, and as we have 
seen, the effect of Gnostic speculation was to give impulse 
and direction to this tendency. But two great names 
are perhaps more closely identified with the movement 
than any other—Ivrenzus, whose education and experience 
made him a link between Asia Minor and the West; 
and the passionate, vigorous, and eloquent Tertullian of 
Carthage, whose instincts and legal training predisposed 
him powerfully to accept and adhere to a fixed and 
authoritative standard of faith. Of these two names the 
first will occupy us at this point; the theology of Ter- 
tullian is important chiefly in connection with the 
‘ Monarchian controversy, and will be considered later. 
But the two names should at least be connected for a 
moment in any survey of apologetic literature, and the 
remarks which follow apply in great measure to both 
writers, and in scarcely less degree to Cyprian of 
Carthage and Hippolytus of Rome. 

The Western policy and method, then, was that of 
confronting the “secret tradition” of the Gnostics with 
the Church’s definite and constant rule of faith. In the 
uniform tradition of the churches was contained a 
standard by which all strange doctrines might be tested. 
This line of defence had already been found effective. 


_factorum operator, rerum edificator et destructor, interpolator erroris et 
integrator veritatis, furator eius et custos?” Cp. de Prescr, vii., ete. 
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We hear of the learned antiquarian Hegesippus (cire. 
170) making a tour of the churches in order to assure 
himself of their doctrinal agreement.! Both Irenzus and 
Tertullian forego the appeal to Scripture? and fall back 
on the fixed baptismal creed publicly and universally 
taught by the successors of the apostles. The dis- 
tinguishing marks of this catholic “ rule of faith ” were— 
(1) unity, as opposed to the shifting, diversified, and com- 
plicated speculations of the Gnostics; (2) antiquity, as 
opposed to novelty; (3) finality, a8 opposed to any 
new revelation of essential or saving truth? Adversus 

regulam nihil seire, omnia scire est.4 It is noticeable that 
while Irenzeus and Tertullian put Scripture somewhat in 
the background, Cyprian more definitely connects “the 
tradition” with Scripture as its source;® but he is 
speaking of traditional wsage rather than doctrine. By 
Trenzus at anyrate the tradition of the Church is thought 
of chiefly as doctrinal, and he seems generally to imply 
that in substance it agrees with Scripture and is identical 
with the written teaching of the apostles. Further, he 
closely connects the preservation of the Church’s rule of 
faith with the apostolic regimen. It is the episcopate 
which is the external bond of unity; bishops inherit the 
apostolic teaching office (locus magisterii);’ they possess 
the gift of truth (charisma veritatis).® In this close con- 
nection of the faith with the order of the Church, we 
trace the idea which lies at the root of the peculiarly 


1 Euseb. H.#. iii. 32, iv. 22.  * See Iren. iii. 4. 1; Tert. de Preeser. xix, 
3 See esp. Iren. i. 10, §§ 1, 2, iii. 2.1; 8.1; 4. re Tert. de Virg. Vel. 


i. ‘*Regula fidei una omnino est, sola immobilis et irreformabilis,” etc. 
de Prescr. xiv. et passim. 
4Tert. de Prescr. xiv. 5 Ep. \xxiv. 


6 Op. ven. iii. 1. 1. Harnack points out that the relation of the regula 
to Scripture is not made quite clear or consistent by the Western school, 
Grundriss der Dogm. § 22. 

7 Tren. iii. 3, 1, 8 iv. 26, 2, 
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Western conception of the Church, as a visible, authori- 
tative exponent of truth, accessible to all, and universally 
established; the living oracle of Divine truth; catholic in * 
external diffusion, one in doctrine and organisation! This 
theory of the Church, perhaps formally stated first by Iren- 
zeus and Cyprian, was not altogether new, and cannot be 
quite fairly described as a “ transformation ” 2 of the epis- 
copal into the apostolic office. The Western literature of 
the second century is so deficient that we are not warranted 
in drawing very positive conclusions. We may well believe 
that an idea so wide in its scope, and destined to be so 
fruitful in results, was of gradual growth, the importance 
of the episcopal office being gradually enhanced under 
the pressure of controversy and the growing need of clear 
and definite statements of the Church’s faith. Thus the 
conception of the Church which we find in Irenus and 
Tertullian is very far from being “a creative act” of 
theological genius; it may be traced to the epistles of 
Ignatius, and behind them to the New Testament itself 

So far we have dealt with the mode of thought, or 
rather the line of defence, which is characteristic of the 

‘Western apologists generally. Of these, IRENzUS may 
be taken as the most prominent teacher of Christology, 
not indeed that his doctrine on the Incarnation is very 
systematically developed, for the rich and beautiful state- 
ments scattered up and down his writings seem at times 
merely incidental to his main purpose, which is “The 
refutation of Gnosis falsely so called.” Perhaps the chief 
point of contrast between Irenzeus and the great Greek 


1 Tren. iv. 83. 8: yrGous ddnOis } Tov drocrbhwy Sidaxh Kai 7d dpxatoy 
Tis exkdAnolas ctornwa KaTa& wavros TOU Kbopou, K.T.D. 

2 As by Harnack, Grundriss der Dogm. §18. Harnack seems to under- 
rate the teaching of Ignatius, and to draw conclusion’ too confidently in 
regard to a period of which after all we know comparatively little, 

3 Cp. C. Gore, The Christian Ministry, pp. 55, 56. 
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apologists is that while they use the Bible as a store- 
house of proofs and illustrations, he is in form and in 
spirit a biblical theologian. His master-thought is the 
unity of God and of His self-revelation to the world. 
Against Gnostic ideas of the contrariety of the New to 
the Old Testament, against their distinction of the 
supreme God from the Creator, Ireneus insists upon 
the essential unity and continuity of the revelation re- 
corded in both Testaments. God is one, simple, and perfect. 
He is indivisible; one and the same Being has been at 
work in each stage of history; and His action has ever 
been marked by gradation, progression, continuity. The 
tradition of the churches has ever proclaimed “the one 
God, omnipotent, Maker of heayen and earth, the Creator 
of man, who brought about the deluge, and called Abraham, 
who led the people out of Egypt, spake with Moses, set 
forth the law, sent the prophets, and has prepared fire 
for the devil and his angels.” God thenisone; but He 
is also in His essence a Spirit, incapable of partition 
or self-expansion in the Gnostic sense. “The Father of 
all is at a vast distance from those affections and passions 
which operate among men. He is a simple, uncom- 
pounded Being, without diverse members, altogether like 
and self-consistent, since He is wholly understanding, and 
wholly Spirit, and wholly thought, and wholly intel- 
ligence, and wholly reason, and wholly hearing, and 
wholly seeing, and wholly light, and the entire source of 
all that is good.”* Further, as an intelligent and 
personal Being God is knowable, not merely “Depth” 
(Bythus) ;* yet man’s knowledge of God is the gift of 


VTren. iii.'3. 35 ep. His 1, 2g. 9. dig, 10.65 1d % 

2 ii, 18. 3. Obs. such a passage appears Sabellian in tendency, but is 
corrected by the numerous passages asserting the distinct personality of 
the Son, ¢.g. iv. 6. 7. 

BO Gs. > iv. 6a coma. 
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Divine love: “through His love and infinite benignity, He 
has come within the range of human knowledge.”’ The 
essence of His being is love,” or more strictly righteous- 
ness guided by infinite wisdom and pity. “He is good 
and merciful and patient, and saves whom He ought, nor 
does goodness desert Him in the exercise of justice, nor 
is His wisdom impaired; for He saves those whom He 
should save, and judges those that are worthy of judg- 
ment. Neither does He show Himself unmercifully just ; 
for His goodness, no doubt, goes on before and takes 
precedence.”* Thus it is characteristic of God to act 
on men by persuasion rather than by force, and to fulfil 
His purpose rather by justice than by the display of 
power.* 

I. The revelation of God in the historical Christ is the 
starting-point of Irenzus’ theology, and accordingly he 
studies the Incarnation from the soteriological point of 
view. The idea of redemption is the central thought. 
The Logos-doctrine is no essential part of his system ; he 
is more closely concerned with the historical significance 
and results of the Incarnation. He studies the actual 
- work of the God-Man from several points of view: as 
redemption from death, and the means of immortality ; 
as a propitiation of God’s righteous displeasure; as the 
renewal of man’s freedom; as the fulfilment of his 
true destiny. But the current doctrine of the Logos in 
His eternal relation to the Father finds a place, albeit 
not a very prominent one, in his theology, and his 
conception of the Logos corresponds generally. to the 
absoluteness and finality which Irenzus ascribes to the 
_ gospel revelation. We may notice in this connection— 

1. Ireneus deprecates any attempt to explain the 
generation of the Divine Word. “If any one says to us, 


1 Tren. iii, 24. 2, 2 See esp. iii. 20. 5 iii, 25. 8 and 4. 
$v, 1.1. 5 «* Generatio inenarrabilis,” ii. 28, 6, 
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How was the Son produced by the Father? we reply to 
him that no one understands that production, or genera- 
tion, or calling, or manifestation, or by whatever name one 
may describe His generation, which is, in fact, altogether 
indescribable.” The thought on which he prefers to 
insist is the eternal coexistence of the Logos with the 
Father! Any point beyond this is involved in “un- 
speakable mystery.” Thus Ireneus repudiates physical 
metaphors (¢.g. mpoSorH, prolatic), and even seems to 
deprecate the accepted phrase Aoyos mpodopixds.2 Such 
language seemed to him to imply a division in the 
Divine substance. 

2. On the other hand, Irenzus speaks of the functions 
of the pre-incarnate Logos with the breadth and freedom 
of Justin or Clement. To the Logos were due all pre- 
Christian manifestations of Deity, especially those 
recorded in the Old Testament. In all stages of history 
the Word was the essential revealer of God ; in the whole 
sphere of the rational creation He has ever been at work ; 
but the Incarnation is the fullest and most adequate 
manifestation of God. In Christ, the God-Man, the 
invisible becomes visible, the infinite Being limits Him- 
self; God unites Himself to His creature; the glory of 
God manifests itself in the living man? Thus the race 
of mankind, created through the agency of the Word, 
reaches its consummation and fulfils its true destiny 
in Christ; and “the end is joined to the beginning.” 


1 Op. ii. 80. 9: ‘* Semper autem coéxistens Filius Patri olim et ab initio 
semper revelat Patrem,” etc. Cp. iii. 18, 2: ‘‘ Filius Dei existens semper 
apud Patrem.” 

2 ii. 28. 6. 

® See iv. 12. 4, iv. 20. 7 (a noble passage), iv. 6. 8, iii. 6.2. ‘ Per Filium 
itaque, qui est in Patre et habet in se Patrem, is qui est manifestatus est 
Deus.” See also iv. 4. 2, ‘‘Mensura enim Patris Filius quoniam et capit 
eum”; iv. 6. 6, ‘‘Omnes viderunt in Filio Patrem ; invisibile etenim Filii 
Pater, visibile autem Patris Filius,” etc. 
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“ Wherefore,” says Ireneus,! “ the prophets, receiving the 
prophetic gift from the same Word, announced His advent 
according to the flesh, by which the blending and com- 
munion of God and man took place according to the 
good pleasure of the Father, the Word of God foretelling 
from the beginning that God should be seen by men, 
-and hold converse with them upon earth, should confer 
with them and should be present with His own creation, 
saving it and becoming capable of being perceived by it, 
and freeing us from the hands of all that hate us, that is, 
from every spirit of wickedness, and causing us to serve 
Him in holiness and righteousness all our days, in order 
that man, having embraced the Spirit of God, might pass 
into the glory of the Father.” 

Here, then, we have a complete and coherent view of 
redemptive history, which has, in fact, become part of 
the permanent thought of the Church. The unity of the 
author of creation and redemption is asserted; docetic 
ideas of Christ’s humanity are set aside; the historic 
development recorded in Scripture is acknowledged; the 
continuity of revelation is maintained; the proof from 
_ prophecy is recognised. It would be difficult to find in 
any Church writer a greater comprehensiveness of 
thought, or a simpler grasp of the great facts of the Bible 
history, as Christianity has interpreted it. 

II. The conditions and purpose of the Incarnation are 
viewed by Irenzus chiefly from the human side, as the 
consummation of human destiny, and as the reversal of 
the effects of the Fall. This is consistent with his 
general point of view, according to which theology centres 
in the fact of redemption—an idea which, it is obvious 
to remark, he shares with the Gnostics. In the Incarna- 
tion a Divine Person enters on a human existence. On 
this point Irenzus insists particularly; the subject of 

liv, 20, 4, 
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Incarnation is very God; God in His loving condescen- 
sion accepting the limitations of manhood; God in His 
moral perfection teaching men the things concerning 
Himself. But the relation between the Godhead and 
the manhood is not, according to Ireneus, the same 
in every stage of the incarnate life. In the tempta- 
tions and sufferings of the status exinanitionis the 
Logos is “quiescent.” But since the Ascension Christ’s 
glorified manhood subsists under the conditions of 
the Divine life; it has entered into the glory of 
God ;? in the Son of. God human nature has attained 
its consummation. 

God Himself, then, is man’s Redeemer ;3 “for the 
Mediator between God and man must needs, through His 
own affinity to each, bring both together into amity and 
fellowship, so presenting man to God and revealing God 
to man.” Love has discovered a way of helping man 
and enabling him to recover what he had lost in Adam. 
Trenzeus regards evil as permitted for a providential end. 
Man’s apostasy has been the occasion for a marvellous 
display of Divine magnanimity ;4* it has awakened the 
consciousness of need; the thirst for union with God. 
And man must respond to the movement of Divine pity 
by obedience, gratitude, and self-surrendering love, if he 
is to attain to the vision of God which is his very life.5 
It is in the person of the incarnate Word that the race 
of mankind finds its true Champion and Head. Christ is 
the second Adam, in whom the original type of manhood 


1 Tren. iii. 19. 3: qovxdforros udev Too Adyou év TO Tmeipagecbar . . . Kab 
cravpotobar Kal dmobvicKew cuvyywopevov & 7G dvOpimy ev TS vinay Kat 
Uroucvew Kal xpnoreverOar kal dvicracOat Kal dvarauBdver Oar. 

2 Cp. iv: 20. 4. 

3 iii, 21. 1: 6 Oeds ofp dvOpwmos éyévero: Kal avrods 6 KUplos éowoev huas, 
Cp. ii. 18. 7, iv. 38. 4. 

*iv. 87. 7; cp. ii. 20. 1 and 2, iv. 14, 1, 

iii, 20. 2. ‘‘ Vita hominis visio Dei.” 
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is restored; in whom man’s original destiny is triumph- 
antly fulfilled. And here we touch on the most 
characteristic feature of Ireneus’ system: the idea, 
derived from S. Paul, that Christ “recapitulates”? 
human nature; gathers into Himself all that belongs 
to its true essence ; fulfils all that belongs to the true idea 
of manhood. And His work, as the representative man, 
is twofold—(1) He accomplishes man’s ideal destiny ; 
(2) He takes up anew and carries to a victorious issue 
the conflict in which man had been worsted. 

1. The Incarnation is viewed by Ireneus, first, as a 
fulfilment of man’s original destiny. Christ is the Head 
of a new race; the first-fruits of a new humanity. It was 
therefore necessary that Christ should “ recapitulate” in 
His own person the different stages of an ordinary 
human life, in order that man’s nature in its entirety 
might be united to God, that man might “receive the 
adoption, and become the Son of God.”? Accordingly 
the second Adam “did not evade any condition of 
humanity nor set aside in Himself the law which was His 
own ordinance for the human race.” Thus after passing 
. through every stage of a normal human life, He yielded 
Himself to death “that im all things He might 
have the pre-eminence, existing before all and going 
before all.” ? 

2. The Word also assumed the nature of man with a 
view to achieving the victory over the tempter by whom 
man had been once overcome. We notice that Ireneus 
anticipates Anselm in teaching that as it was man who 
had fallen, it was a moral necessity that man should 
conquer. The victory which man had failed to secure is 
accomplished in Christ, in whom humanity is recapitu- 

1Qn ‘recapitulation” (dvaxepadalwors), see the detached note at the 


end of the section. 
2 Tren, ili. 19. 1. 8 ii. 22. 4, 
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lated; by His obedience He reverses the effects of man’s 
disobedience. “He fought and conquered; for He was 
man contending for the Fathers, and through obedience 
doing away with disobedience completely.”! “For it 
behoved Him who was to destroy sin and redeem man, 
subject to the penalty of death, that He should Himself 
be made that same thing which he was (that is, man), who 
had. been drawn by sin_ into bondage, and was held by 
death; in order that sin might be destroyed by man, 
and man might go forth from death. , God recapitulated 
in Himself the ancient formation of man, that He 
might kill sin, deprive death of its power, and quicken 
humanity.” 2 

It should be observed in this connection that we first 
find developed in Irenus a theory of the atonement 
which exercised great influence on subsequent thought : 
the idea that by the victory of Christ the devil lost his 
right of dominion over man—a dominion acquired indeed 
by violence, but only brought to an end by a Divine 
victory wisely and justly obtained. Divine justice re- 
quired that what the strong man had unjustly seized 
should be recovered by lawful conflict. In this conflict 
Christ was victorious; but Irenzus seems to imply that 
what He might have Levy claimed, namely, the devil’s 
captives, He preferred to obtain by way of persuasion.’ 
The devil freely consented to accept the death of Christ 
as the ransom for his prisoners.. There is no necessary 
connection between the two thoughts of moral victory 
and legitimate ransom. It is apparently Ireneus’ desire 
to give its true significance (1) to the obedience of the 
Saviour and His constancy under temptation, (2) to the 
atoning death upon the cross. It cannot be said that 
Trensous has any consistent theory of redemption, for 


1 Tren. iii. 18. 6. 2 Thid. § 7. 
Sve ded 59.13 21-8, 85) op. v, 22, 1 
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there are other aspects of the subject which he occasion- 
ally notices. Nor does he overlook the importance of 
the resurrection of Christ as the first-fruits of a general 
restitution of mankind? It is a fair criticism on the 
conception of Satan as a being having independent 
rights which God respects, that it displays a rem- 
nant of “residuary dualism” which contrasts rather 
strangely with the great unities insisted on by Irenzus.? 
But the attempt to answer the question, Cur Deus 
‘homo, which the Greek apologists had not raised, is 
a feature which gives special character to Irenzus’ 
theology.* 

III. We may briefly notice, in the last place, the close 
connection of the doctrine of the Spirit with that of the 
Incarnation. In this point, as in many others, Irenzus 
develops richly the teaching characteristic of 8. Paul. 
From the manhood of the uplifted and glorified Redeemer 
proceeds the Holy Spirit,as the mediator of the Redeemer’s 
life-giving presence, infusing it through sacramental 
channels into humanity as a re-creative force. “To bear 
God,” to be penetrated by the Divine Spirit, was indeed 
the predestined glory of human nature. In earlier stages 
of revelation this result had been consistently held in 
view ; man had been gradually trained and prepared for 
that high dignity,’ which in Christ was actually attained 
by human nature. Through the agency of the Spirit, 
who is the mediating link between God and the creature, 
human nature is prepared and fitted to receive the Son. 
And He, in His glorified manhood, is Himself the very 

leg. that of reconciliation of man to God through Christ’s death, 
y. 14. 8; the payment of a debi, v. 17. 3. 

2 iii, 19. 3. 

3 See Fairbairn, Christ in Mod. Theol. p. 67, note 1. 

4 Harnack, Dogimengeschichte, i. p. 473. 


Siv. 14. 2: ‘‘Prophetas prestruebat in terra, assuescens hominem 
portare ejus Spiritum et communionem habere cum Deo,” 
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fountainhead whence the Spirit proceeds! The normal 
sphere of the regenerating and quickening action of the 
Holy Spirit is the Church.2 Ubi enim ecclesia, ibi et 
Spiritus Dei, et ubi Spiritus Det, ile ecclesia et omnis 
gratia. Trenzeus seems, in fact, to conceive of the Holy 
Spirit, not (according to later theology) as “accomplish- 
ing the presence” of the ascended Christ, but as co- 
operating with Him in the restoration of humanity? 
enabling men to “ascend through the Spirit to the 
Son.”* It is not necessary for our present purpose to 
determine this point precisely. It may suffice to say 
that the Holy Spirit is co-ordinated with the Son 
as an agent in the redemptive work; He is the lnk 
between Deity and humanity. So far as there is a 
distinction drawn between their functions, Irenzus 
seems to teach that the subjective Divine life in man 
is the work of the Spirit, whilst the creative act by 
which it is brought into being is due to the Logos. The 
creative operation and love of the Son precedes the 
indwelling of the Spirit.5 

The profound influence on Christian thought of the 
Christology of Irenzus seems to be due to several 
causes. In the first place, it is realistic or concrete, 
not abstract. Its central figure is the historical Christ; 
its dominating thought the reality of the redemption 
wrought by Him; it is worked out in the phraseology 
of the New Testament, especially of S. Paul. Perhaps 
something also is due to the generally optimistic, even 
triumphant tone, of Ireneus. The Gnostic theology had 


1 Passages of chief importance—iii. 9, 17, 18, 19, 24, iv. 38, v. 6, 
8, 10, 12. 

Sided 8 smoay We 

® Cp. Dorner, Person of Christ, div. i. vol. i. p. 824. 

wiv, 0, 2s 

> See Lipsius in Dict. Biog. s,v, ‘‘ Treneus,” p. 277; and Dorner, Z.¢. 
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regarded the Divine descent into a material mode of 
existence as a fall or degradation ; to Irenzus it is the 
turning-point of redemption.!. The Gnostics had limited 
to a few the possibility of redemption ; Irenzeus teaches 
that the victory of Christ is that of humanity at large, 
and that thereby is secured for all who will grasp it the 
gift of the highest good: immortal life and the know- 
ledge and vision of God. Further, the New Testament 
ideal, as depicted by Irenxus, seemed to satisfy the 
yearnings awakened, perhaps, by Neo-Platonic specula- 
tion: yearnings for spiritual purification and enlighten- 
ment, and for mystical wnion with Deity.” Above all, 
it was in full correspondence with the spiritual needs 
and aspirations of average men, and with the conscious- 
ness of Christians, in its insistance that God Himself 
had deigned, in pity and love, to visit man and help him. 
Factus est quod sumus nos, uti nos perficeret esse quod est 
ipse® And this great truth was brought home to men, 
not as by the Gnostics, in the mystical and fantastic 
garb of mythological imagery, but in the simple and 
majestic language of revelation. The picture of Christ's 
- person in the pages of Irenéus is in a manner self- 
evidencing ; it is worthy of God. 


Nors.—The Doctrine of the “ Recapitulation” 
(avaxeparalocis). 


The expression is derived from S. Paul, Eph. 
i. 10, where it is said to be the Divine purpose of grace 
in the fulness of time to swm up all things in Christ 
(avaxeharamcacba ta mdvta év th Xpiot@). The 


1 See this contrast developed in Iren. ii. 20. 8 (referred to by Harnack, 
Dogmengeschichte, i. p. 472). 

2 Op. Harnack, Dogmengeschichte, i. p. 473. 

$Bk. v. pref.; cp. iii, 23. 2: ‘Opitulatus est homini et in suam 
libertatem restauravit eum.” 


220 THE: INCARNATION 


word is also used of that saying in which the whole 
law is briefly comprehended (avaxeparavodtar), Rom. xiii. 
9. The idea seems also to have been known to Justin.’ 

The Greek commentators give more than one explana- 
tion of the word dvaxeparaweoacGa..? But in Ireneus 
the general purport of the word is clear. The phrase 
implies two essential ideas—(a) consummation of all 
that has gone before; Christ “ comprises” humanity in 
Himself as its true representative, with its different 
elements, material and spiritual; (0). complete fulfilment 
of the original idea of the universe, a fuller and more 
perfect embodiment of it. Thus derivatively the word 
recapitulare implies “ restoration” or “ recombination ” of 
elements which the Fall had disintegrated to their original 
truth and unity. 

Christ then “recapitulates” human nature. He 
assumes it in its reality and completeness—such, sin 
only excepted, as the Fall had made it. He passes 
through each successive stage of human life in order to 
consecrate it afresh to God. As Mediator, He presents 
it, according to the truth of its original idea, to the 
Father. He brings it back into accord with the Divine 
thought ; as the archetype of manhood, He restores it 
in His own person to its initial truth and purity. He 
“joins the end to the beginning.” In Him not only 
humanity, but all the material and spiritual creation is 
summed up; is gathered into a unity of which He is the 
representative.® 


1In his lost work against Marcion. See Iren. iv. 6. 2, and cp. 
Harnack, Grundriss der Dogm. p. 97. 

? See various explanations, ap. Petav. de Incarn. ii. 7. 

® Petav. d.c. quotes Cyr. Alex. in Joh. ix. as explaining évaxedadaud- 
cacba thus: 7d dvaxduoa wad Kal dvadaBelv els bmep Fy év dpyh Ta mpds 
dvouo.oy éxremtwxdra Tédos. Petay. adds: ‘‘ Christus ideo venit ut ad 
unum dissipata ac dissociata universitatis membra redigeret, et tum 
inter se, tum vero cum auctore ac capite suo colligeret.” 
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This seems to be the best exposition of the word, 
which does not exclude collateral ideas such as that sug- 
gested by Chrysostom, that in Christ we see a com- 
pendious action of Divine power," finishing the work and 
cutting it short in righteousness (Isai. xxviil. 22; Rom. ix. 
28). The Incarnation was, as it were, a summary way 
of reducing all things to their true relation to God. Cp. 
Tren. iii. 18. 1: “ Zn compendio nobis salutem prestans 
ut quod perdideramus in Adam . . . hoc in Christo Jesu 
recuperemus.” The most important passages for study of 
the doctrine are Iren. iii. 16. 6; 18.1, 7; 21. 10; 22. 
2, 3. Op. Dorner, Person of Christ, div. i. vol. i. p. 
465; Hagenbach, Hist. of Doctrines, i. p. 237. 


1 Chrys. hom. 23 ad Rom. xiii.: dvaxepadaiobrat rovrecty, cuvTépws Kat 
év Bpdxer To way dmaprlgferas Tav évTodwy epyor. Cp. ad Eph. i. 9: ra did 
pakpod xpovov olxovouovpeva, dvexepadaiwaaro ev avTP, T. € TuvEeTEpLe, 


ene ; 
A aes te vie 
A ea bere saa ak 
jadh ng ay seit iat 
"ye igclaen 
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THE BEGINNING OF POLEMICS 


§ I. The Monarchian controversies. 
Adoptianism. 
Modalism or Patripassianism. 


§ II. Anti-Monarchian theology. 
Christology of Origen. 


§ III. Tertullian—Novatian—Hippolytus. 


§ IV. The Close of Third Century Christology. 
The two Dionysil. 
Later writers of the school of Origen. 


1. The Close of Third Century Theology ; the Council 
of Antioch (269). 


2. Confusions in Ante-Nicene terminology. 
3. Anticipations of Nicene doctrine. 
4, Concluding survey. 


§ I. THE MONARCHIAN CONTROVERSIES 


The confident tone of the great anti-Gnostic writers, 
Treneus and Tertullian, might lead us to suppose that 
their conception of Christ as the incarnate Logos was 
the common property of Christians ; but a study of the 
controversies which disturbed the earlier part of the 
third century serves to show that there was by no means 
a general acceptance of the Logos-doctrine, which had 
played so large a part in the writings of the apologists. 
The fact is that in proportion as the doctrine came to 
the front, the Trinitarian problem necessarily became 
more acute. The third century witnessed various 
attempts to solve the problem on a Unitarian basis. The 
result achieved, after severe struggle, was the practical 
exclusion of all explanations that tended to simplify the 
complex mystery guarded by the Church, at the expense 
of some essential element in the Christian tradition. 
The doctrine of the povapyia,’ or unity of the Godhead, 
is a fundamental article of faith. “Scripture and the 
Church avoid the appearance of tritheism by tracing 
- pack (if we may so say) the infinite perfections of the 
Son and Spirit to Him whose Son and Spirit they are.” * 
The necessity of a constant protest against polytheism 
led the Church—perhaps in a special degree the Roman 
Church—to insist tenaciously on the Divine unity. It 
had been the task of the apologists to give its due pro- 
minence to this truth. But as yet Christian writers had 

1 Monarchia : singulare et unicum imperium [Dei]. Tert. adv. Prax. 3. 
Cp. Ath. Orat. c. Arian. iv. 1. Dion. Rom. speaks of 7d ceuvdrarov 
khpvyya TAs éxkAnolas, Thy povapxlay (ap. Routh, Rel. Saer. iii, 373. 
See the note, pp. 385-387). Epiph. Her, lxii. 3, says expressly, drs pev 
ddnOGs els éore Heds Kal otk éorw Erepos capis ev 7TH ayla Oe00 éxxAnola 
dmoroyntat, Kal cupmepovarat re od monwbelay elanyovpeba, ad\Q hovapxlav 
knptrrowev (qu. by Harnack, Dogm. i. 613). See also Routh, Rel. 


- Sacer, Le. 


~ 
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failed to discover any mode of synthesis by which the 
two doctrines of the Divine unity and the Deity of the 
Word might be harmonised. The “ Monarchian” or 
Unitarian teachers virtually denied the distinctions of 
Person within the Godhead, on which apologists like 
Justin and Ireneus had laid such emphasis. Their error 
may have been in some degree the result of an intellec- 
tual reaction on the part of ordinary lay Christians 
against the subordinatianist tendency of the apologetic 
theology.! Tertullian says expressly, that simple “ un- 
skilled persons” (ddiotw) shrank with horror from the 
economy, ie. the Divine revelation involved in the 
Incarnation. Expavescunt ad oikovoplav. Monarchiam, 
inquiunt, tenemus” This statement seems to indicate that 
the Christology of the apologists was as yet little known 
in the Church at large; in some quarters the Logos- 
doctrine was probably suspected as a speculation akin to 
Gnostic ideas, and derogatory to the Divine dignity of 
Christ. The doctrine was, in fact, a philosophical con- 
ception, and as such little likely to be widely popular or 
intelligible ; it might even seem to threaten the simplicity 
of faith, The average Christian, who had no means of 
estimating the apologetic importance of the doctrine, 
would naturally be slow to welcome it, or recognise it as 
a true element in the Church’s creed. At anyrate, the 
reactionary tendencies of the time make their appear- 
ance in the heresies which are called, though not very 
happily, Monarchian.? Of these there were two classes, 
—not perhaps always easily distinguishable. 

1. Some fell back on what has been termed the 
“ Modalistic” solution of the Trinitarian problem. They 
denied the separate personality (iSsorns) of the Son and 


1 Neander, Ch. Hist. ii. 292-294. 2 adv. Prax. 3. 


3 The name first appears in Tert, adv. Prax. 10, ‘*Vanissimi Monarch- 
. so) 
iani. 
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Spirit of God. They regarded “ Father” and “Son” ag 
two designations of one and the same subject: God 
in two different relations to the created universe. It 
followed that what Scripture records of the Son might be 
predicated of the Father. Pressed logically, this view 
resulted in Patripassianism. 

2. The simpler solution was that which may be called 
“ Adoptianist ” or humanitarian: the denial of the Deity 
of the Son and Spirit. According to this view Jesus 
Christ was a mere man, endowed with a higher gift of 
inspiration than others, whether prophets or saints, and 
gradually elevated, as a reward for His sinless virtue, to 
Divine dignity. 

It may be observed that both views might claim to 
find support in Scripture. The “Modalists” would point 
to the Old Testament theophanies and the Apostolic 
Epistles, and would be supported by the universal con- 
sciousness of Christians that in the Incarnation a Divine 
Being really appeared on earth. The “ Adoptianist” 
school might claim that their view was in accord with 
the prima face impression derived from the Synoptic 
_ Gospels. It is noticeable that this latter school of thinkers 
can be traced back to the obscure sect of the Alogi,’ 
mentioned by Epiphanius, who rejected the Johannine 
writings on critical grounds, and fashioned their Christ- 
ology on the basis of the Synoptist narrative. At any- 
rate either school represents a feeling of right jealousy 
for an intrinsic element of the Christian tradition: the 
first for the Divine monarchia; the second for the 
historical Christ of the Gospels. Thus the Alogi seem 


1 Epiph. Her. li. 3, invents the name. See Dict. Chr. Biog. s.v. 

‘* Alogi.” They were a sect of anti-Montanists in Asia Minor (cére. 170), 

who rejected the Gospel of S. John and the Apocalypse—the former prob- 

ably on the ground of its teaching as to the Paraclete. See Harnack, 
, Dogmengesch. i, 616 ff, 
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to have laid great stress on the synoptic narrative, even 
accepting the miraculous birth of Christ; but they re- 
jected the Johannine conception of the Logos on the © 
ground that it appeared to contradict the earlier tradition, 
and to favour docetic error. . 
IL. It was at Rome that the Adoptianist teachers first 
endeavoured to founda school. Theodotus of Byzantium 
gained followers in Rome about the year 185; his most 
noteworthy successors being a younger Theodotus, and 
at a later period, Artemon. The “Theodotians ”1 held 
that Christ was a mere man (piAds dvOpwrros), specially 
under the influence of the Holy Spirit, who descended 
upon Him at the Baptism; and that He was finally 
exalted after due probation to Divine dignity. Possibly 
Theodotus had some connections with the Alogi of Asia 
Minor; like them he appealed to Scripture in proof of 
his views, but did not reject the Gospel of S. John.” 
Theodotus himself was cut off from communion by the 
Roman bishop Victor, perhaps about 195. This step is 
of crucial importance as a declaration of the traditional 
teaching of the Church of Rome on the subject of Christ’s 
Divinity. The party of Theodotus represented their 
views as those which had been handed down from the 
apostles; the action of Victor marked his sense of what 
was to Christian consciousness a “God-denying apos- 
tasy.”°® The critical methods of the school were zealously 
pursued under the leadership of the younger Theodotus, 
but the vigilance of the Roman pontiffs prevented the 
formation of a schismatic Church (200-218). It is to 


1 See Epiph. Heer, liv. 

2 The proof passages appealed to by the Theodotians were such as these : 
Deut. xviii. 15; Jerem. xvii. 9; Isai. liii,; S. Mt. xii. 31; S. Lk. 1. 35; 
S. Jo. viii. 40 ; Acts ii. 22; 1 Tim, ii. 5. Cp. Harnack, Dogmengesch. i. 
623, note 2. 

3 Caius [2], ap. Euseb, H.#. v, 28. 
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be observed that these Monarchians did not reject the 
idea of a second Divine hypostasis, namely the Holy 
Spirit, whom they seem to have identified with the Son 
of God, and who accordingly was a more exalted being 
than Jesus on whom He descended. Of this eternal Son 
they believed Melchizedek* to be a manifestation. 
Christ was merely a man in whom a similar manifesta- 
tion (Adyos Oeod) was made; a man exalted above others 
only in virtue of His superior holiness. The theological 
method of these humanitarians is also noteworthy. “They 
forsake,” says an old writer quoted by Eusebius,’ “the 
Holy Scriptures, and devote their attention to geometry, 
as if indeed they were of the earth and spake of the 
earth, and were ignorant of Him that cometh from 
above.” They seem in fact to have applied to theological 
problems the hard “geometrical” methods of dialectic, 
and to have made special use of the philosophy of 
Aristotle,? whereas on the side of catholic theology 
Platonism was at this time the most influential system. 
Moreover, just as they preferred the empirical philosophy 
to that of Plato and Zeno, so they rejected the allegorical 
’ method, which was favoured by the Church, in favour 
of a crude grammatical literalism, and endeavoured to 
ascertain on critical principles the original text of Scrip- 
ture ;* principles which were destined rather less than a 
century afterwards to be applied with more success at 
Antioch, on a basis common to all educated Christians 
of that time,—that of Platonism. 

Of Artemon, a later leader of the Humanitarian school, 
little is known beyond the fact that he taught in Rome 


1 The name ‘‘ Melchizedekians ” may be only another title of the Theo- 
dotians. See some notices of them collected by Westcott, Hebrews, p. 
202; cp. Harnack, Dogmengesch. i. 627 f. 

2 Euseb. Jc. 3 Op. Neander, Ch. Hist. ii. 299. 

4 Tarnack, Dogmengesch. i, 626, 


240 THE INCARNATION 


some time before the middle of the third century, and 
put forward the startling claim that his views had been 
those of all the Roman bishops previous to Zephyrinus 
(202-218). He seems to have asserted somewhat more 
definitely than Theodotus the superiority of Christ to the 
prophets in respect of His supernatural birth and sinless- 
ness. It might be gathered from Novatian’s de Trinitate* 
(circ. 250), that humanitarianism had not yet entirely 
ceased to find defenders in Rome. But it would be a 
mistake to identify these views with ‘the bare Ebionitic 
conception of Christ, for the Theodotians claimed to be in 
accord with the rule of faith, and they do not seem to 
have intended to teach that Christ was a “mere man” 
(ytros dvOp@mos). In their view He was rather one on 
whom the pre-existent Spirit or Son of God descended, 
in order to enable Him for His redemptive work. 

In the East the Adoptianist Christology found expon- 
ents in Beryllus of Bostra, in whom the two divergent 
types of Monarchianism seem to approximate, but who 
in any case needed to be convinced by Origen of the 
truth of the Logos-doctrine.2 The most celebrated 
heretical teacher, however, is Paul of Samosata, bishop of 
Antioch (262-272), the first specimen of a courtly pre- 
late, favoured by the powerful Queen Zenobia.? Accord- 
ing to the doctrine of Paul, Christ’s personality was 
human, but the Divine Reason dwelt in Him as év ovdéve 
dX. The Logos was a quality or attribute of the One 
God, which wrought in Moses and the prophets, but 


7 ESD. C,. xd. 

> Huseb. vi. 38, seems to give a substantially true account of Beryllus 
as—(1) denying the pre-existence of Christ, (2) asserting that He was a per- 
fect man indwelt by Deity. See Redepenning, Origenes, pt. ii. pp. 98 ff.; 
Dorner, Person of Christ, div. i. vol. ii. 85 ff. ; Harnack, i. 633-635. 

3 Harnack represents him as a ‘‘nationalist” bishop, who opposed the 
scientific theology of the Greeks on patriotic grounds. He wished to assert 
the “‘old teaching” of the Church as against Hellenising tendencies. 
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in a specially exalted degree (uaAAov kal Siadepovtws) in 
Christ. In the human Christ the Logos dwelt “not 
essentially but as a quality” (od« ovcwdds ara KaTa 
mowdTnTa). Accordingly Paul drew a distinction between 
the Redeemer who was “from below” (kaétw@ev) and the 
Divine Logos who wrought in Him “from above.” The 
connection between the Divine element and the human 
person was only of a moral order: a unity of will and 
love such as might subsist between two persons. As the 
reward of His unbroken obedience and victory over 
temptation, Christ was exalted into a state of indissoluble 
fellowship with God, and obtained the name which 1s 
above every name. In view of the predestinating purpose 
of God concerning Him, He can be called God. Finally, 
it should be noted that Paul asserted the “ consubstan- 
tiality ” of the Logos with God (6joovcvov); but he used 
the term (6joovcv0s) in a sense which was intended to 
exclude the idea of a distinct personality. 

_ Such in brief outline seems to have been the system 
of Paul: a system which perhaps seemed to himself the 
most consistent with the gospel narrative, and with the 
truth of Monotheism, but which combined two features 
usually disjoined : a Sabellian view of the Godhead,’ and 
a humanitarian conception of Christ. He taught in fact 
the apotheosis of a good man, not an Incarnation of God. 
Consistently with this belief he abolished the use of hymns 
addressed to Christ, as an objectionable custom of modern 
origin, for the Deity of our Lord was, as he supposed, a 
dignity acquired, not an essential part of His nature. It 
seems, indeed, that Paul combined the two elements which 


1[Ath.]c. Apollin. ii. 3, ascribes Paul’s heresy to his anxiety to preserve 
the unity of God. See other references to him in Ath. Orat. c. Arian. i. 38, 
iii. 51. Epiph. Her. lxv. regards him as a renewer of Artemon’s heresy. 
Harnack, Dogmengesch. i. 627, 628 note, gives a full list of original 
authorities. See esp. Routh, Rel. Sacr. iii, 285-367. 
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appear separately in Sabellianism and humanitarianism. 
According to him the Logos was an impersonal quality 
of God, and might be called “ Son ” only in a metaphorical 
sense! The historical Christ on the other hand was an 
inspired man, in whom the Divine Word or Wisdom dwelt. 
The union between the two is no more than a “ conjunc- 
tion” (cuvageva or ovvédevows ); they are in fact two 
distinct persons (4\Xo0s kat addos). The perpetuity of 
Christ’s union with God (the Logos) was the reward of 
His moral probation and victory,—a kind of “inde- 
fectible grace” vouchsafed to His manhood. He could 
be described as “ pre-existent” only in virtue of the 
predestination and foreknowledge of God. 

The proceedings against Paul ended in the issue of a 
synodal letter by the six bishops who met at Antioch in 
269. This will occupy our attention later.2 It needs 
only to be pointed out that the Christology of Paul was 
not without its influence at a later period on Lucian of 
Antioch and his school, which was the seed-plot of Arian- 
ism.2 The same general conception of the relation 
between the Logos and Christ seems to have become 
traditional in the Church of Antioch, as may be gathered 
from the theological statements of Theodore the Mopsu- 
estian. The condemnation of Nestorianism was in a sense a 
second condemnation of the Samosatene, who was always 
regarded by later writers as in some sense an arch-heretic. 


16 rarhp dua 7@ vig [sc. TS Noyw] els Oeds. 

> A synod was held as early as 264, Firmilian of Cesarea being present. 
The aged Dionysius of Alexandria sent a letter (Euseb. vii. 28). This was 
followed by a second synod—both being without result. The third 
synod, probably held in 268, ended in Paul’s excommunication and 
deposition, which was not finally effected till 272. 

3 Ath. Orat.c. Ar. i. 5, describes Arius’ doctrine in terms which show 
connection with the theology of Paul. Harnack [i. 645 note] traces the 
influence of Paul in the school of Antioch and in the Acta Archelat ; 
ep. p. 647 note. 
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II. The type of Monarchianism which seems to have 
been most prevalent in the third century, and most 
difficult to contend with, was that which questioned the 
reality of personal distinctions within the Godhead; a 
phase of thought which is sometimes called “ Modalism.” 1 
Not only, as we have seen, did ordinary Christians shrink 
from the “economy,” through fear of falling into ditheism; 
“ Modalism ” also seemed to embody the universal belief as 
to the fundamental fact of Divine redemption, namely, 
the Incarnation of God. It appeared to secure the truth 
of Christ’s Divinity, and accordingly was favoured even 
at Rome. The earliest Monarchians of this type appear 
in the East near the close of the second century. Their 
teaching first becomes explicit in Praxeas and Noetus, 
and assumes a philosophic form in Sabellius. 

Praxeas, a presbyter of Ephesus, and.a violent opponent 
of Montanism, appeared in Rome, it would seem, during 
the last decade of the century; but probably the main 
scene of his activity was Carthage.? The teaching of 
Noetus of Smyrna, and his pupil Epigonus, seems to have 
attracted more attention at Rome, and to have even 
- commended itself to the Roman bishops, especially to 
Callistus (217-222), the opponent of MHippolytus. 
Perhaps the simplest expression of Modalism is that 
of Noetus.? Starting from the unity of God, he main- 
tained that it was God the Father Himself who was 
born, suffered, and died. Christ was in fact the Father. 


1 ¢.¢, as teaching that the so-called ‘‘ Persons” of the Blessed Trinity 
are only ‘‘phases” or ‘‘modes” (rpéroe droxadtWews) under which the 
one God reveals Himself. On the affinities between Modalism and Stoicism, 
see Harnack, Dogmengesch. i. 651, 652 note, 661. 

2 This corresponds best with the fact that he is ignored by Hippolytus. 
As to his probable career, see Dict. Chr. Biog. s.v. ‘‘ Praxeas.” 

3 Hippol. Phdlos. ix. 1-10, insists on the connection between the teach- 
ing of Noetus and that of Heraclitus, not quite without just reason ; cp. 
* Harnack, i. 652n. See generally Hippol. c. Noefwm (in Routh, Opuscula). 
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Noetus laid great stress on the will of God, as that 
element of His personality whereby He submitted Him- 
self to conditions non-natural to Deity: visibility and 
passibility.! The Father, in so far as He voluntarily sub- 
jects Himself to these mortal conditions, is the Son, the | 
distinction between the two Divine Persons being only 
nominal. The doctrine of Praxeas exhibits that of 
Noetus in a more highly elaborated form. Praxeas im- 
pugned the catholic belief as tritheistic; and himself 
insisted on the distinction between the Father and the 
Son as substantial rather than merely nominal. The 
Father is Spirit; the Son is Flesh. Since in Christ the 
Divine principle is the Father, and the humanity assumed 
is the Son2 the Father actually shared the sufferings of 
the Son,?—Himself suffered in the Son. This “ Patripas- 
sianist ” view is the chief characteristic of the naive and 
unphilosophical form of Modalism. The formula of 
Callistus preserved by Hippolytus* was intended to be 
of a mediating character, but was so far in accordance 
with the language of Praxeas and Noetus as to be 
virtually Patripassian. The last sentence is worth 
quoting as illustrating the author's desire to recognise 
the element of truth in the adoptianist view.” “For the 


1 He declared the Father to be ddav} pév bray €0é\y, pawoduevov 6€ jvix’ 
dy BovAnrar, kal roy adrov dopardy clvar Kal dpwmevov . . « dyevynrov pev €& 
dpxfs, yevvnrov dé dre éx THs mapHévov yervnOijvar HOEANTEV, K.T.D. (Theod. 
ap. Dorner, div. i. vol. ii. p. 27.) As illustrating this the theophanies 
of the Old Testament were cited. 

2Tert. adv. Praw. xxvii. They specially appealed to S. Lk. i. 35. 

3 Jbid. xxix.: ‘‘ Compassus est Pater Filio.” 

4 Philos. ix. 12. See the formula ap. Harnack, i. 664. It expressly 
adduces as a proof-text S. Jo. xiv. 11. ‘‘It was the bridge,” says 
Harnack, ‘‘by which the Christians of Rome, originally Monarchian in 
their ideas, followed the tendency of the time and of ecclesiastical science, 
and passed over to the recognition of the Logos-Christology.” 


5 Ibid. 1.c.: mére pev eis TO DaBedrAlov ddyua éumirrwyv, wore dé els 7d 
@coddrov ovK aldetrac. 
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Father who became present in Him, after assuming the 
flesh, deified it by uniting it to Himself, and made it one 
[with Himself], so that Father and Son are called one God. 
Now this [Godhead] being one Person (év rpéc@ov) can- 
not be two; and thus the Father suffered with the Son.” 
Enough has been said to illustrate the character of 
Modalism as it appeared, and was controverted in the West. 
Anxious though they were to refute it as a speculative 
opinion, the Western writers probably lacked the quali- 
fications for dealing with it critically. As we have 
already seen, their strength lay in their tenacious hold of 
the Christian tradition that Christ was very God, and 
that there was only one God. This practical grasp of 
two verities, which they found it difficult exactly to 
adjust, gave to the attitude of the Western Fathers a 
decisive importance in relation to the Arian struggle. 
Sabellius, who was probably a bishop or presbyter in 
the Pentapolis (N. Africa), taught actively in Rome during 
the earlier part of the third century (circ. 215), and was 
therefore a contemporary of Noetus and Praxeas. But 
his system is of much greater interest than theirs as an 
- attempt to give philosophic form and consistency to the 
Modalistic tendency, and to exhibit it in its cosmological, 
not merely in its theological relations. According to 
Sabellius, the names Father, Son, and Holy Spirit * desig- 
nate three distinct phases under which the one God 
described in the Old Testament? successively manifests 
Himself. God is the Monad (or 76 év), and may be 
described as viordtwp. The three names Father, Son, 
and Spirit together express His relation to the world; 
the Father is revealed in the giving of the law; the Son, 


1 The recognition of a third mpoo@moy differentiates the Sabellian from 
the Noetian view. 
_ ?Epiph. Her, Ixii, 2, says he used the Old Testament and New 
Testament Scriptures, and especially a so-called ‘* Egyptian Gospel.” 
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in the Incarnation; the Spirit, in inspiration and the 
re-creation of souls. Whether the idea of strict tem- 
poral succession in the Divine self-manifestations was 
maintained by Sabellius is not clear; what is certain is 
that in his view the personal names represented only 
three energies in one hypostasis. Sabellius agreed with 
the Catholics that creation was the work of the Logos, 
but His forthcoming was merely a transitory manifesta- 
tion or phase (xpécwzov) in the eternal life of God. 
There are some important points in‘the system which 
are matters of dispute} but its pantheistic tendency is 
developed in a theory afterwards advanced by Marcellus 
of Ancyra, which was justly censured as Sabellian, viz. 
that of a self-expansion of the Monad into the Triad; all 
created existence had proceeded from God through the 
mediation of the Logos; but, as Athanasius observed, the 
appearance of the Logos being transitory, it would follow 
that created existence must ultimately cease. For if 
the Monad by a process of self-expansion (wAdtucpos) 
produces the universe, by self-contraction (cvoToAy) He 
will annihilate it. The final stage of the Divine process 
must be a restoration of the original unity,” God, the 
Monad, being finally all in all. 

Of Sabellius’ own system it may be remarked—(1) 
He finds no room for an Incarnation in the proper 
sense. The humanity of Christ would seem to have no 
relation to his teaching; at anyrate it is completely 
ignored? (2) The importance attached to cosmology was 
not without its effect on Christian thought. In the 


1 ¢,g, whether wdrnyp and pdvas were identical (as assumed above) ; and 
in what exact sense he used the terms mpécwrov, dsoovcros, and yérynots. 

2 Ath. Orat. c. Arian. iv. 25. el iva huets kricOSucv mpondOev 6 Adyos, 
kal mpoehOdvros avTod éopmer, SHdov Sri dvaxwpodvTos aVTOD » » « OVKETL éodueba, 
Cp. Orat. iv. 12,14. Neander, Ch. Hist. ii, 317 ff. 

3 See Dorner, diy. i. vol. i, pp, 167-171. 
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Christology of Athanasius, the mediation of the Word in 
nature is represented as parallel and preparatory to His 
work in redemption.! (3) Finally, the word mpécwov 
became discredited and was finally excluded from catholic 
terminology. On the other hand, the significant term 
opoovetos seems to have been used by Sabellius. The 
employment of the word in the Nicene symbol is the 
result of a long sifting process by which the orthodox 
connotation was gradually determined. 


§ II. AntI-MoNARCHIAN THEOLOGY 


The conflict with different types of Monarchian error 
passed without leaving any deeply marked traces in the 
West. In Rome itself Sabellianism seems soon to have 
become extinct. The West was, in fact, characteristically 
slow to add. to the received faith even in the way of 
explanation or definition. A passing reference to the 
Patripassian heresy is made by Cyprian,’ and possibly 
with a view to its exclusion, the creed of the Church of 
Aquileia was enlarged by the addition of the words 
_ invisibili et impassibili to the clause Credo in deo Patre 
omnipotente’ Paganism was still powerful in the 
court and the army, in learned circles and in general 
society. Thus according to some writers of the early 
fourth century, like Arnobius and Lactantius, the main 
importance of Christianity lay in its declaration of Mono- 
theism and its pure morality. Few Western writers of the 
third century show any disposition to welcome the pro- 
found speculations connected with the Logos-doctrine ; 
they accept the name Logos, and in untechnical biblical 


1 Op. Harnack, i. 680. 2 Dp. \xxiii. 

3 Rufin. Comm. in Symb. Apost.c.v.: ‘‘Sciendum quod duo istisermones in 
Eccl. Romane symbolonon habentur. Constatautem apud nosadditosheres- 
- eos causa Sabellii, illius profecto que a nostris Patripassiana appellatur.” 
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phraseology they insist on the truths finally vindicated at 
Niceea and Chalcedon, the full Deity of Christ and the per- 
fection of the two natures ;! but beyond this they do not go. 

Such is the general character of Latin theology of the 
third century. If we wish to gain some idea of the pre- 
cise extent to which the Alexandrian Logos-theology was 
accepted by Western writers, we must examine the system 
of Tertullian and the works of Hippolytus and Novatian. 
Tt seems desirable, however, before doing so to deviate a 
little from chronological order, and to.survey the Christ- 
ology of the great teacher, who was the ablest and boldest 
Christian thinker of his age, and whose work exercised the 
most profound and lasting influence on Christian dogmatics: 
OriGEN of Alexandria, the pupil of Clement and his suc- 
cessor as the master of the famous catechetical school. 

Christology of Origen. 

Origen’s career [185-254] extends over the period 
within which the main problem of Trinitarianism was 
first seriously faced by the Church, and a succession of 
systematic efforts was made to solve it. It is chiefly in 
relation to that problem that his theology will here be 
reviewed. His life was an eventful one; his character 
possessed an extraordinary charm. Specially conspicuous 
in him seems to have been “the love which enabled him, 
notwithstanding his varied culture, to strike his roots 
deeply into the doctrine of the Church, and to take it 
and its spirit as regulative of Christian gnosis.” ” 

It will not be necessary to touch, except incidentally, 


1 Cyprian may be taken as an instance (d. 258). See esp. his Test. adv. 
Jud. lib. ii. cc. 6, 10; and a beautiful passage in de Bono Patientic, vi. 
See also de Idol. Van. xi. 

2 Dorner, Person of Christ, i. 2. 105. As to Origen’s life and doctrinal 
system, see Bigg, Christian Platonists, Lect. iv., v., and the references there 
collected. See also the glowing panegyric of Greg. Thaum.; cp. Vine. 
Lirin. Common. xvii. There is a recent study of Origen in Pfleiderer’s 
Gifford Lectures, vol. ii. Lect. viii. 
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on the varied, fertile, and profound speculations’ of Origen 
as to the creation and destiny of the universe ; his some- 
what fantastic angelology and demonology ; his analysis 
of human free-will, or his methods of biblical interpreta- 
tion. His training in the school of Neo-Platonism, and 
his broad intellectual sympathy, gave him numerous 
points of contact with even such opponents as Celsus, 
both in methods and principles; while the immense 
range of his knowledge, and the inexhaustible fulness of 
his ideas, makes him of all theologians the most many- 
sided.” Further, his reverence for truth made him 
anxious to find a place in his system even for popular 
ideas on theology. He was at once conservative of 
Christian tradition and daring in speculation beyond its 
limits. Of his Christology it has been said that, with 
one exception, he finds a place for every view of Christ’s 
person that had been entertained during the preceding 
two centuries. He shows traces of the influence of 
Philo, and of the very Gnosticism which he so energetically 
opposed. Thus his system, on the one hand, appears to 
gather up and incorporate the main ideas and tendencies 
. of his own time; while on the other, it was full of sug- 
gestions which were to be developed in different directions 
during the age that followed. 

Origen seems to have visited Rome during the pontifi- 
cate of Zephyrinus (202-218), ie. during the interval 
between the expulsion of Theodotus by Victor and that of 
the Noetian school by Callistus. He could not fail to be 
impressed with the difficulty and peril of the doctrinal 
crisis implied in these two events; but the question of 
Christ’s Deity in its relation to the Divine unity was, in 
fact, pressed upon him not only by the controversies 
within the Church, but also by the work of the Unitarian 


1 See the curious judgment of Porphyry, quoted by Euseb. vi. 19. 
2 Harnack, Dogmengesch. i, 568 note, 3 Ibid. 597, 
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Platonist Celsus. Hence the form of Origen’s Christology | 
may be said to have been determined mainly by the 
controversial necessities of the time. 

I. He approaches the Incarnation from the Platonistic 
standpoint. The attributes of God are described mainly 
in negative terms. He is the Monad, incorporeal, 
passionless, incomprehensible, absolutely simple, “pure 
intelligence, or something transcending intelligence and 
existence.”! God is dimly revealed in creation as the 
source and sustainer of all being; but the only absolute 
knowledge of Him must be imparted by the Logos. 
Origen is not content, however, with a merely meta- 
physical conception of Deity as the first cause of all 
existence; God possesses the attributes of spirit,—will, 
self-consciousness, moral character. His omnipotence is 
not absolute or unconditioned ; it is limited by His per- 
fections ; He can do only what He wills? and His will is 
good. Thus, in opposition to the Marcionite severance of 
Divine justice from Divine goodness, Origen maintains 
that both attributes are combined in the one God. “The 
God of the law and the Gospels is one and the same, a 
just and good God; He confers benefits justly, and 
punishes with kindness; since neither goodness without 
justice, nor justice without goodness, can display the [real] 
dignity of the Divine nature.”® This point is important, 
because to the Divine goodness Origen traces the origin of 
revelation. Self-communication isof the essence of the good. 

IL In exhibiting the truths of revelation, Origen was 
guided partly by an & priori idea that the very fact 
of revelation necessarily postulated the existence and 
activity of the Logos; partly by anxiety to be loyal to 
the tradition of the Church. He is at one with Clement 
and the Westerns in his adherence to the rule of. faith,* 


le, Cels, vii. 88: éréxewva vod kal ovclas, 
2¢, Cels. v. 23, 8 de Prine. li, 5. 3, 4 de Prine. i. 2. 1. 
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though within its wide limits he felt himself at liberty to 
articulate, expand, and interpret at pleasure. But here 
again he moved within the lines of Scripture ; his daring 
flights of fancy invariably have their basis in some 
biblical incident or text, which by the aid of allegorical 
interpretation, or the “spiritual sense,’ was made to 
ulustrate the deepest mysteries of the Divine dispensa- 
tion. Especially in relation to his Christology we shall 
have occasion to notice how largely certain texts seem to 
dominate his thought. He is akin to Ireneus in being a 
biblical theologian. His theology might almost be called 
a methodical exegesis of Scripture. 

III. His doctrine of the Logos only differs from that 
of his predecessors in the greater precision with which 
he insists on the distinct hypostasis of the Son, who was 
manifested in the Incarnation. It is noticeable that he 
starts from the historical person of Christ. “We must 
note that the nature of the Deity which is in Christ in 
respect of His being the only begotten Son of God, is one 
thing, and that human nature, which He assumed in these 
last times for the purpose of the economy, is another.” 
Here, at the outset, is a strong statement of the distinc- 
tion between the two natures combined in our Lord’s 
person. 

In Origen’s doctrine of the Son, we may notice two or 
three distinctive points. 

1. He teaches the doctrine of an eternal generation of 
the Son. The Son is coeternal with the Father. Origen 
uses the phrase which was afterwards contradicted by 
Arius, ov« éorw ote ove Hv.' The Light was never with- 
out its radiance. Nay, the relation of Father and Son is 
supra-temporal; the “generation” of the Son is an 
eternal process within the Divine Being, a movement 
without beginning or end. “The Father eternally 
: ESeede Prive: ty. i. 283 cp. 1. 2, 10, 

16 
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generates the Son.”* This eternal generation is ex- 


plained, according to the tradition of the Greek apologists, 
as an intemporal exercise of the Father’s will. The Son 
is begotten velut quedam voluntas Eius ex mente procedens.” 
And while thus securing the Divine freedom, Origen 
definitely excludes the physical metaphors which were 
commonly employed by his predecessors and contem- 
poraries. He deprecates “ prolatio ” (apoBory) as too 
corporeal a term to be predicated of a movement internal 
to the Divine essence. There can be no partition of the 
indivisible substance of Deity. “For the Son is the 
Word, and therefore we are not to understand that any- 
thing in Him is cognisable by the senses. He is Wisdom, 
and in wisdom there can be no suspicion of anything 
corporeal. He is the true Light... but He has 
nothing in common with the light of this [visible] sun.” 
Nothing, indeed, could be more emphatic than Origen’s 
insistance on the Godhead and distinct personality of the 
Son. He is the perfect “image of the invisible God”; 
unchangeable, essentially God, and not merely by partici- 
pation (xaTd petovolav). There is community of essence 
between Father and Son.® And the Son is a person 
separate from the Father, having distinct functions, and 
independent subsistence; not personally identical with 
the Father, though actually Divine. 

Such is one line of thought pursued by Origen in 
regard to the subsistence of the Son. He argues logically 


1 Hom. in Jerem. ix. 4; dee yevva 6 maryp Tov vidv. De Prine. i. 2. 4: 
“eterna et sempiterna generatio sicut splendor generatur a luce.” 

2 de Princ. i. 2, §§ 6, 9. 

3 de Prine. iv. 1. 28; ep. i. 2. 4: ‘Infandum est et. illicitum Deum 
Patrem in generatione unigeniti Filii sui atque in subsistentia eius 
exeequare alicui vel hominum vel aliorum animantium generanti.” 

47.0, §§ 6, 11. 

5 Communio substantiz. As to the possible use of dzooveros by Origen, 
see note in Bigg, Christian Patonists, p. 179. 
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from the scriptural doctrine that God is Light; and he 
endeavours, with the aid of the analogy of light and its 
radiance, to do justice to the tradition of the Church 
that the Son was a Divine hypostasis. In one point he 
agrees with Tertullian, while in another he advances 
beyond him. On the one hand, he freely interchanges, as 
Tertullian does, the terms Logos and Son,'—the abstract 
term and that which connotes moral relationship ; on the 
other hand, while Tertullian conceived the Trinity as 
economic,—God as it were in movement, opposed to God 
in statu,—Origen, by his doctrine of the eternal generation, 
replaces the thought of movement (prolatio) by that of an 
eternal process, ever complete in itself, yet ever continued.” 

2. But besides the inferences which he drew from 
those passages of Scripture which pointed to the co- 
equality and coeternity of the Son, there was a second 
line of thought into which Origen was led by the 
exigencies of his logic. As supreme Cause and Source 
of Being, the Father must be conceived to be greater than 
the Son. If He is aitvos, the Son, who derives from Him 
His being, must be aitsaros, and so far inferior. The 
_ Father is adrodeos, or 6 eds; the Son is Ges. The gulf 
between the original fount of Deity and the Son is 
recognised by the incarnate Christ Himself. Origen 
insisted specially on three recorded utterances of Christ : 
“My Father is greater than 1”; “ Thee, the only true 
God”; “ There is none good save One.”* It is remark- 
able, however, that Origen only attempts to formulate the 
inherited doctrine of the subordination of the Son within 
the actual limits drawn by Scripture. Thus, in accord- 
ance with what he conceived to be the teaching of 
the last-quoted text, he denies to the Son essential good- 





1 See in Joh. i. 28. The reference is from Hagenbach, Hist. of Doc. § 43. 
2 Cp. Dorner, Person of Christ, div. i. vol. ii. pp. 115 note and 109. 
3S, Jo. xiv. 28, xvii. 8; S. Mk. x. 18, 
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ness. He is good, but not the very good; the image of 
Divine goodness, but not absolute goodness,—not un- 
alterably good.’ This, perhaps, is the most extreme — 
statement advanced by Origen in connection with the 
Son’s subordination. As the image of God, the Son is 
avtocodia, avtoadnOela, but Scripture forbids our speak- 
ing of Him as atroayafes. Origen seems further to 
deny that the highest kind of prayer, adoration with 
doxology, may lawfully be addressed to the Son. He 
teaches that “ we may address the Saviour in immediate 
supplication for those boons which it is His special 
province to bestow. But in the supreme moment of 
adoration, when the soul strains upwards to lay itself as 
a sacrifice before the highest object of thought, we must 
not stop short of Him who is above all.”* But here, 
again, it should be observed that Origen is guided by our 
Lord’s own statement, “ Whatsoever ye shall ask the 
Father in My name, He will give it you.” * 

These two points give to Origen’s doctrine of the 
Divine Sonship its peculiar character. While we acknow- 
ledge that the subordination of the Son is unguardedly 
pressed, it is interesting to observe Origen’s method and 
motive. His method consists in faithful adherence to 
the scriptural statements ; his motive seems to be the 
desire to guard, and in some measure restate, an essential 
part of the tradition he had inherited, the tradition which 

1 de Prine. i. 2. 13 [Fragm. i. 5]: elxa@v dyabérnros Tod Aeod éorw, GAN 
ovk adroaryabdy. Kal Tdxa Kal vids dyads GAN ody ws &rhws ayabds . 
obx ws 6 marhp drapadddKxrws dyabds. The passages are given by Bigg, 

. 181. 
: 2 Bigg, Christian Platonists, p. 186. Cp. Bull, Def. Nic. Creed, i. p. 
256 ff.  ‘‘If we regard the Son relatively as He is the Son, and derives 
His origin from the Father, it is certain that all the worship and venera- 
tion which we offer to Him redounds to the Father, and is ultimately 
referred to Him as the fountain of Godhead.” See also Liddon, Bamp- 


ton Lectures, pp. 390, 391 note. 
8§. Jo, xvi. 23. See de Orat. xv., xvi. 
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guarded the monarchia by emphasising the ministerial 
function of the Son.’ Besides this, his Platonistic con- 
ception of God led him to distinguish between what is 
incommunicable and what is communicable in God. The 
Son possesses all of the Divine that can be communicated, 
—the totality of the spiritual attributes of God. But in- 
communicable is the fact of being the primal épy7j, the 
fountainhead of existence. If the ovoada of the Father 
consists in His being dpy7}, the Son may be even described 
as €tepos Kat’ ovolav Kai brroKelwevoy Tod maTpos.” But 
in reality the subordination is “modal.” The Son is 
inferior to the Father only in being generate; only in 
deriving from the Father the Divine essence. “It is the 
difference between cause and effect, and in this aspect it 
sometimes seems to Origen immense.” ® 

In regard to the question of the age, the reconcilia- 
tion of the Son’s hypostasis with the Divine unity, Origen 
cannot be said to give a perfectly consistent account. 
Thus in one passage he speaks as if the unity of the 
Godhead consisted in a perfect moral harmony of will 
between the Father and the Son. They are one in unity 
-of thought, in identity of will and purpose.* But his 
tendency is to fall back on the traditional position, that 
the Divine unity consists in the fact of the Son’s derivation 
from the Father, and of the Holy Spirit from the Father 
and the Son. The already ancient doctrine of subordina- 

1 See de Princ. preef. § 4. 

2 de Orat. xv. [where notice the y.1. aoxelwevos]. Origen does not use 
the terminology of the doctrine of the Trinity in its later sense, but the 
terms are already employed, ovola, vrdcracts, Umoxelwevoy, mpoocdror, 
possibly éuoovcros. See Bigg, Christian Platonists, 163-165 notes. 

3 Bigg, op. cit. p. 181. 

4¢, Cels. viii. 12: rH dmovola kal rp cumdwrig, kal rH Tavréryre Tot 
Povdijparos. He illustrates by Acts iv. 32. 

5 Origen’s doctrine of the Holy Spirit is not very clear. He seems in 
one passage to speak of Him as a creature, but this is balanced by very 

’ strong Trinitarian language. See Bigg, op. cit. 171 ff. (notes). 
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tion seemed to be the only available key to the problem. 

And with this position the use of the word ojootcvos 
was consistent. So far as there is a communicable ovata 

of God, the Son might be called “one in essence” with 

the Father. For the word ovc/a might either denote the 
incommunicable essence of Deity (ic. in later language, 

the dyevynota which belongs to the Father alone); in 

this sense the Son is érepos xat’ ovciav. Or it might 

mean those attributes of Deity which are capable of 

being communicated,—the essence ‘of Deity, which is 

derived by the Son from the Father as light from light ; 

in this sense the Son might be called opoovetos.! 

IV. The Incarnation of the Son is the culminating 
point of the Divine self-revelation. In relation to crea- 
tion the Son is the eternal Wisdom, the archetype of the 
universe ;? the Life and Truth of all things, giving them 
their consistency and rationality, sustaining and perfect- 
ing them according to the true law of well-being for each. 
He is the Way, providing for the mutability of the 
creature ; the Resurrection, finally destroying death. But 
as the revealing Word, His activity is confined to the 
sphere of rational creation, within which He discloses 
and interprets the secrets of the Divine intelligence® 
In the Incarnation He becomes the God-man, and passes 
over, as it were, from the simplicity of the Divine sub- 
sistence into the life of manifold relationships involved 
in redemption ; manifesting Himself to men according to 
their individual needs and capacities as Propitiation, 
Physician, Shepherd, the True Bread, the Lamb of God.4 

1 See Dorner’s very clear statement, Person of Christ, div. i, vol. ii. pp. 
127, 128. 

*de Princ. i. 2, § 2: ‘Continens in semetipsa universe creature vel 
initia vel formas vel species.” 

37.c. § 3: ‘Tanquam arcanorum mentis interpres.” 


4 These and other émivola: of the Son are arranged in an ascending scale, 
denoting different stages in the progress and receptivity of the believer, 
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His highest function, however, is that of the heavenly 
teacher, who reveals the hidden depths of Divine know- 
ledge, and imparts a new principle of power to man by 
exalting him into the life of communion with God. 
Origen seems, indeed, to make a strange distinction 
between the historical redemptive work of the Son, which 
deals with human needs in a lower or initial stage, and the 
function of Divine revelation which implies an immediate 
union between the Logos and the human soul. Accord- 
ingly in his system the historical life and death of Christ 
are relatively unimportant; he would have the soul soar 
beyond the crucified and rest in the Logos; the incar- 
nate life is not the truth, but @ truth beyond which lies a 
higher ; the historic manhood is a medium through which 
the Logos makes Himself known in His lower redemptive 
functions ; in His highest function He abides in God and 
with God. The historic work of Christ is indispensable 
for the great mass of imperfect humanity, and has its 
significance even for the perfect; but the perfect no 
longer depend on it for the satisfaction of their own 
spiritual needs. “God the Word,” says Origen, “ was 
sent indeed as a physician to sinners, but as a teacher of 
Divine mysteries to those who are already pure and who 
sin no more.” “Blessed indeed are they who, requiring 
the aid of the Son of God, have become such that they 
no longer need Him as Physician healing the diseased, 
nor as Shepherd, nor as Redemption, but only as Wisdom 
and Word and Righteousness, and anything else that He 
may be to those who, by reason of their perfectness, are 
able to receive His best gifts.” This conception of 
Christ’s work naturally suggests comparison with 
the Gnostic idea of two classes of believers, spiritual 


1 See Harnack, Dogmengeschichte, i. 592 ff. He refers specially to 
c. Oels, iii. 61, 62, and im Joh. i. 22. 
2 an Joh, i, 22. 
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and psychic. The point of contrast is that while the 
Gnostic conceived Christ’s humanity docetically as mere 
transient appearance, Origen insists on its entire reality, © 
and assigns to it an abiding significance, at least until the 
final return of all spiritual beings into God, when God 
shall be all in all. 

Such is Origen’s general point of view respecting the 
Incarnation. His account of its actual method is 
peculiar, and is determined by his preconceived theory as 
to the origin of the soul. It was not possible for the 
Logos to unite Himself directly and immediately with 
matter (ro uw dv); He could only assume human nature 
through the medium of the soul. What then was the 
origin of souls? It was to be found, Origen answers, in 
a defection from a higher state. Creation was eternal. 
This condition seemed to be required by the eternity of 
the Divine nature and attributes. Since God was ever 
omnipotent, “ He must always have had those over whom 
He exercised dominion”; He must from all eternity have 
possessed a sphere for the display of His perfections.? 
There pre-existed, therefore, a world of created spirits, 
capable of advance (apoxory), and therefore morally free. 
Of these spirits some were steadfast, or rose to a higher 
estate ; some rebelled and became devils. Others became 
cold in their love, and in consequence of this defection 
became “souls.”* But, not very consistently, Origen 
seems to have believed also in the possibility of a sinless 
soul;* such at anyrate was the soul which the Logos 
finally assumed. Originally it was like other souls, but 

1 Origen teaches that in the end the exalted humanity of Christ passes 
over into God. In this meraBdous humanity finds its true perfection. 
ce, Cels. iii. 41; cp. Dorner, div. i. vol. ii. p. 148. 

2 de Prine. i, 2. 10. 

3 Wuxy der. from Wiyew =‘ cooled down mvedua.” 


*See Dorner, div. i, vol. ii, note 23 (p. 462); Bigg, Christian Plato- 
nists, p. 190 note, 
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in the pre-existent stage it remained faithful, having no 
part in the premundane apostasy, and ever cleaving to 
the Logos in indissoluble love.1 This soul was by the 
Logos united to Himself as the medium of an-incarna- 
tion, the effect of the union being comparable to that of 
fire on iron. “The soul which like iron resting in the 
fire, has ever reposed in the Word, ever in Wisdom, ever 
in God, 7s God in all that it does, feels, and understands.” 
It becomes immutable through its union with the word; 
in this soul the fire of Deity found its rest? so that it 
became the fitting instrument of God. Through the 
mediation of this perfect soul,? the Logos was enabled 
to assume a body, and through it to impart progressive 
degrees of glory even to the flesh. The humanity of 
Jesus was in virtue of the virginal birth free from original 
taint, but it was real and consubstantial with ours. In 
this very body He died and rose again from death; but 
He rose in glory, the substance of the manhood being as 
it were changed into spirit, and finally made one with 
the Divine Logos.‘ 
Of this Christology it may be remarked, in the first 
. place, that, while it recognises completely the dis- 
tinct natures of Christ, its object rather is to empha- 
sise the singleness of His personality. The unity of the 
Divine person seems, however, to be secured by the idea 
of a gradual fusion in the pre-existent state of two 
"personal subjects, the Logos and the human soul. After 
the Incarnation, the person of the God-Man is one and 


1 de Prine. ii. 6, 3. 

2de Princ. ii. 6. 6, especially the words ‘‘in hac anima ipse ignis 
divinus substantialiter requievisse credendus,” etc. 

3 Thid. ii. 6. 3: ‘‘ Hac ergo substantia anime inter Deum carnemque 
mediante (non enim possibile erat Dei naturam corpori sine mediatore 
misceri) nascitur Deus homo,” etc. 

4 Origen says (Hom. in Jerem. xy. 6) that Christ is now no longer 

- man (otdapuds vOpwrros). 
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indivisible. The simile of iron resting in fire has been 
said to mark an epoch in Christology.’ Just as, if the iron 
is touched, it is the fire that is felt, not the iron, so the 
human soul, resting in the Logos, “ is God in all that it 
does.” ? 

Next we may note that in Origen’s system a real 
effort is made to recognise the truth and significance of 
Christ’s manhood. Harnack says that Christian Gnosis 
here really takes up and incorporates in its scheme the 
Incarnation. As a system of scientific Christology, 
Origen’s view of Christ is most appropriately compared 
with that of Valentinus or Basilides, if we wish to 
estimate the advance made in theology since the period 
of Gnosticism. The fact of the Incarnation, as pre- 
sented by Origen, reveals not only the condescension 
of God in manifesting Himself in a human life, but 
the capacity of human nature to become actually one 
with God. 

A Christology so full and complex as Origen’s, which 
- endeavoured to do justice to every aspect of truth which 
had attracted previous thinkers, naturally gave rise to 
imputations of “heresy” from many different quarters. 
But one form of error cannot with justice be ascribed to 
Origen, namely, the Sabellian or “ Modalistic ” conception 
of God; and it isin relation to error of that type that his 
system is chiefly important. Its significance, from this 
point of view, is that it securely entrenches the Logos- 
doctrine in the faith and thought of the Church, and 
this doctrine is seen to fulfil its function in securing the 
distinctness of the Divine hypostases. Certainly Origen 
is hampered in his effort to develop his own thought 


1 Westcott in Dict. Chr. Biog. s.v. ‘ Origenes,” p. 136. 

2 de Princ. ii. 6. 6: ‘ Omne quod agit, quod sentit, quod intelligit Deus 
est.” From this would follow the commuunicatioidiomatum. Bigg. Chr, 
Plat. p. 190. 
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by his Platonistic idea of God, which, whatever be its 
merits, is more metaphysical, and even (in a sense) pagan 
than ethical and Christian. The least, however, that 
can be said is that he materially helps forward that 
restatement of the Christian doctrine of God which the 
Arian troubles showed to be imperatively necessary. 

V. A few words are needed on Origen’s theory of 
redemption, which reflects, like the rest of his system, 
the many-sidedness of his mind. It has been already 
observed that two aspects of redemption presented them- 
selves to his thought. The redemption of the perfect 
consisted in the revelation to them by the Logos of the 
depths of Divine knowledge. This idea of redemption 
Origen shares with Clement and others of the Greek 
school. But the idea prevalent in the Church at large, 
the idea of redemption as a victory over Satan, and the 
Divinely-ordained means of ransoming mankind from his 
tyranny, was one which Origen felt bound to recognise. 
To different classes of men the Redeemer reveals Himself 
according to their need: to one class as victor over death 
and sin; to another as the teacher of Divine mysteries. 
Nay, to the same soul in different stages of its upward 
progress the Son of God may manifest Himself in suc- 
cessive relations (ésrvoias), and the soul responds by 
a growing receptivity, gradually, by communion with 
the Divine, rising to the state of beatific union with 
God. But although Origen seems to attach a lower 
significance to the historic redemption than to the 
mystical redemption through knowledge, he develops 
freely the doctrine of Christ’s Atonement. He recognises 
different aspects of the Passion: its representative value, 
its propitiatory virtue, its power as a victory over 
demons, its significance as a ransom paid to the devil, 
its dignity as the offering of the Mediator and High- 
’ Priest of humanity. He dwells on the element of 
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inexplicable mystery in the death of Christ,’ and the 
moral appeal it makes to the heart of man. But 
perhaps most distinctive of Origen is the thought of 
the cosmic significance of the Atonement. The perfect 
Christian depends for his attainment to the highest 
stage of Divine contemplation, on the reconciliation 
wrought by Christ's death. And the history of the 
world finds its central point in the bloodshedding of 
the cross, which is one of those efficacious realities 
that belong to the heavenly order,‘and are therefore 
eternally true. The blood shed on earth was sprinkled 
mystically on the altar in heaven, whereby, as the apostle 
said, pacificavit per sanguinem erucis sue sive que in terris 
sunt sive que im ceelis2 The entire universe partici- 
pates in the effect of the Divine work. Christ is the great 
High Priest who brings about a reconciliation between 
God and the universe, and restores all things to their 
true place in the kingdom of the Father.? 

Enough has been said to give some idea of the range 
and profundity of Origen’s speculations. Naturally, the 
influence of his system in succeeding centuries was 
incalculably great. The history of Christology during 
a long period is the history of Origen’s ideas. All 
schools of theology could discover in his works some- 
thing either to rouse their antagonism, or to support 
their leading positions. Arians and orthodox, critical 
and mystical interpreters, secular clergy and monks, 
could alike appeal to him.4 Faith and knowledge seemed 


1See c. Ceds. i. 31. 

* Col. i. 20. For the passage of Origen and other references, see Bigg, 
Christian Platonists, p. 212 note. Op. Dorner, div. i. vol. ii. p. 146. 

3 See the magnificent passage zm Joh. i. 40. 

4 Harnack, i. 603; cp. Vine. Lirin. Common. xvii. : “‘ Quis non ad eum 
paulo religiosior ex ultimis mundi partibus advolavit? Quis Christian- 
orum non pene ut prophetam, quis philosophorum non ut magistrum 
yeneratus est ?”’ 
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to be reconciled in a great intellectual structure, which 
found room at once for the sublime ideals of Platonistic 
thought, the devout intuitions of the Christian saint, 
and even the fantastic religious conceptions of popular 
theology. Perhaps the generous verdict of a recent writer 
may fitly conclude this section: “If it is the task of 
theology to unfold the treasures of the wisdom and know- 
ledge of God which are hidden in Christ, to put them into 
relation with the various elements of the’ consciousness 
of the time, and to prove them to be the fulfilment of all 
previous germs of truth, and the correction of all pre- 
vious errors, and thus to make the Divine principle the 
ennobling leaven for all human thought and life. then 
we must recognise that Origen has fulfilled this task of 
theology in a masterly and truly exemplary way.”? 


§ II]. WeEsTERN THEOLOGY IN RELATION TO 
MonarcuHian ERRORS 


' The Christology of the two chief Western writers of 
the early third century, Tertullian and Hippolytus, 

marks an important turning-point in the history of 
‘doctrine. On the one hand, in opposition to Gnosticism, 
they may be ranged with Irenzeus as representatives of 
the Western tendency to repel, or at least depreciate, 
the speculative and idealistic spirit which created the 
different types of Gnosticism. On the other hand, they 
differ from Irenzeus and other kindred spirits in the fact 
that they more completely accept, and embody in their 
system, the doctrine of the Logos. In this point they 
are practically at one with the great Greek thinkers, 
although the standpoint from which they approach the 
doctrine, their modes of thought, and forms of termin- 
ology are widely different. There is in both the Latins 

1 Pfleiderer, Gifford Lectwres, vol. ii. p. 280. 
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and the Greeks a philosophical apprehension and treat- 
ment of theology, but “the constructive ideas of the 
Greek Fathers were metaphysical, of the Latin political | 
and juristic.”1 It is interesting to study the contrast 
between Eastern and Western writers in their mode of 
handling a common stock of apologetic theses, and in 
their controversial methods, when dealing with the same 
misconceptions and errors. Thus it will not be inappro- 
priate to introduce at this point the system of TERTULLIAN, 
and study it in its anti-Modalistic rather than its 
anti-Gnostic aspect. As an apologist, indeed, he dis- 
parages reason, and speaks scornfully of philosophy as the 
parent of error; but this is due largely to his tempera- 
ment, and his tendency to place himself at the extreme 
point of opposition to the system which he denounces. 
Yet in his polemic treatises he displays a mind saturated 
with Stoic thought, appealing freely to “nature” or 
“reason,” and speaking of God and of the Logos as if 
their substance were corporeal and capable of quasi- 
physical division and distribution. He is akin, too, to 
the Stoics in his conception of the Logos as “ coming 
forth ” or “ produced” in order to create,—the doctrine of 
the Godhead being treated by him mainly in relation to 
cosmology. On the other hand, Tertullian’s conception 
of the functions and internal relations of the Divine 
“Persons” is largely coloured by Roman jurisprudence. 
The very terms which he introduces into Latin theology 
are juridical ; he regards the Divine self-revelation as a 
mode of “administration,” implying grades of rank, agency, 
and delegated authority. 

Tertullian’s Christology is mainly comprised in his 
treatises adversus Praxeam and de Carne Christi. 

In the former of these tracts he deals with the Divine 


1 Fairbairn, Christ in Mod. Theology, p. 75. See the whole of the 
section, pt. i, chaps, iv. and y, 
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nature. There is some reason for supposing the work to 
have been aimed more at the influential Monarchians at 
Rome than at Praxeas. It gives us a clear idea of 
Tertullian’s position in regard to the great question in 
dispute—the unity of God. That unity consists not so 
much in the necessary singleness of the first cause of all 
existence? the uniqueness of the supreme “substance,” 
as in the “sole and single lordship” which must be 
ascribed to the Creator.2 The unity is in fact administra- 
‘tive rather than numerical. The administration through 
“Persons” of the Divine lordship does not necessarily 
imperil unity of substance. God then is one, and regarded 
as a “substance” He has in a sense corporeity. Though 
essentially spirit, He has a body in which spirit neces- 
sarily finds its self-expression,* for the Divine substance 
is the supreme reality, and to the idea of reality belongs 
corporeity. - Further, God being a substance is capable 
of distribution or division; He can be known in part, 
though not in His totality. 

_ This brings us to the Trinitarian doctrine of Tertullian. 
He has but little idea apparently of an immanent or 
essential Trinity of persons. The “Trinity” is in Tertullian’s 
view our name for God in movement or self-manifesta- 
tion. This movement or process is the background as it 
were of creation, history, and redemption. God is mani- 
fested in His relation to the world in successive stages 
“economically” as Triune in “ Person,” though one in 
substance. It will be noticed that Tertullian here 


1 Praxeas has even been supposed to be a nickname for Noetus or 
Epigonus or Callistus. .Harnack, Dogmengesch. i. 655. 

2 Cp. adv. Mare. i, 3. 

8 adv. Prax. 3: ‘‘Monarchiam nihil aliud significare scio quam singulare 
et unicum imperium.” 

4 adv. Prax. vii.: ‘‘Quis enim negabit deum corpus esse, etsi deus spiritus 
est? Spiritus enim corpus sui generis in sua effigie.” Cp. de Carne Christi, 
xi, ‘* Nihil est incorporale nisi quod non est,” 
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introduces terms which became the recognised formule 
of later orthodoxy : substantia is predicated of God as an 
individual and real existing Being. Persona is derived 
from Roman law, and means “ person” in the sense of 
an individual having legal rights and functions. The 
thought of a distinction of “Persons” in the Blessed 
Trinity is by Tertullian connected with the kindred 
thought of differentiated functions or operations. God 
is revealed as tri-personal in the process of His self- 
communication to the world. 

The Logos-doctrine which more particularly concerns us, 
is in its essential points described in the Apology, c. xxi. 
(1) God from all eternity possessed within His own 
Being the Word, the Reason, and the Power by which 
He created the universe. The essential quality of this 
“Word” is spirit, because it belongs to the Divine 
essence which is spirit. (2) This “Word” issued forth 
in order to create, and in virtue of this movement or act 
of production (prolatio) is called “Son of God” and 
“God.” (3) He is derived from the one Divine sub- 
stance, yet shares it; as Tertullian elsewhere expands the 
thought, He is a “derivation and portion” of the whole 
Divine substance, the Father being the total substance. 
The relation of the Word to the Father is illustrated by 
the familiar simile of the sun and its radiance. A ray 
from the sun is portio ex summa; sed sol erit in radio, 
quia solis est radius, nec separatur substantia, sed extenditur. 
(4) The Word thus begotten is distinct from God in manner 
of subsistence (modulo) and in position or rank (gradu). He 


adv. Prax, ix.: ‘Pater tota substantia est. Filius vero derivatio 
totius et portio sicut ipse profitetur, Quia Pater major me est.” Op. adv. 
Mare. iii. 6. The Father has the plenitude of Deity ; the Son is portio, 
certe qua plenitudinis consors. Harnack points out that Tert. was ham- 
pered by the axiom derived from his philosophy that Godhead in its 
entirety cannot pass over into the finite, but only a portion of the Divine 
substance, which being originate so far contains an element of finitude, i.491, 
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becomes incarnate in the Virgin’s womb, and is born in time 
(nascitur homo Deo mixtus). The human being thus formed 
is the Christ. Here in outline we have the Christology 
which is developed more fully in the treatise adv. Praxeam. 
All the characteristic notes are struck—(1) the distinction 
between the two natures—expressed in traditional phrase 
by the words caro—spiritus; (2) the Stoic term prolatio, 
used to express the forthcoming of the Word in creation, 
and the tendency to identify this “forthcoming” with 
the “ generation of the Son”; (3) the community of the 
substance shared by the Son with the Father, consistently 
with subordination in rank, and a separate personal sub- 
sistence ; (4) the integrity of the two natures united in 
the person of the historical Christ. 

In two points especially the doctrine of Tertullian is 
peculiar and calls for comment. 

1. His teaching as to the Divine generation. | His 
tendency is to limit the idea of “ generation” to that move- 
ment by which the Word of God issued forth in the 
work of creation. In consequence of this forthcoming 
the “ Word” (Aoyos évdudOeros) or “ Reason” of God be- 
‘came Filius Det. The “Sonship” in this sense was an 
event that had its origin in time, and consequently there 
was a time when the Son was not.’ Tertullian seems in 
fact to use the phrase “ generation of the Word” in one of 
its customary and recognised senses as if it were the only 
sense. This usage of the term may have been traditional 
in the African Church,” and in Tertullian’s case it must be 
explained subject to the qualifications which his language 
elsewhere suggests. The phraseology just mentioned, 
however, if taken by itself, implies that though there 


1¢, Hermog. iii. : ‘‘Fuit autem tempus cum et delictum et Filius non 
fuit, quod Judicem et qui Patrem Deum faceret.” See Bp. Bull on this 
passage, Def. Nic. Creed, pt. ii. p. 512. 

2 Cp. Dorner, Person of Christ, div. i. vol. ii. p. 215, 


17 
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existed in God an eternal potency of Fatherhood, there 
was a time when He could not be properly called _ 
“Father.” The Logos is immanent reason or thought 
before He is the uttered Word. And by his insistance 
on this point Tertullian may be assumed to have been 
travelling along the same line of thought as “ those who 
at a later period tried to show that the Trinity is the 
eternal process of the Divine self-consciousness confront- 
ing itself with itself”? Tertullian, in short, grasps the 
distinction between the Divine substance of the Word 
and His separate personality: but he can only represent 
the distinction by fixing it in time. The Word ever 
existed in God; but He became personal, He became Son 
of God, when He came forth to create, to bring into 
actuality the Divine thought of the world? There are 
considerations, however, which ought to qualify this 
estimate of Tertullian’s doctrine, for he adduces images 
which at least suggest the notion of an _ eternal 
distinction between the hypostases of the Trinity. The 
conjunction of the three persons is illustrated by the 
simile of the root, the shrub, and the fruit ; their insepara- 
bility by that of the fountain, the stream, and the river; 
their coherence by the image of the sun, the ray, and the 
terminating point or apex of the ray.* Further, Ter- 
tullian nowhere speaks of the Son as “created.” His 
usual phrases are prolatum, prolatio (apoBom})° terms 


* “Non sermonalis a principio sed rationalis Deus, etiam ante prin- 
cipium,” adv. Prax. v. 

2 Dorner, div. i. vol. ii. p. 63. 

F adv. Prax. vii.: ‘Hee est nativitas perfecta Sermonis dum ex Deo 
procedit, conditus ab eo primum ad cogitatum in nomine Sophie#:... . 
dehine generatus ad effectum.” 

4 adv. Pras, viii. 

°ie. ‘Prolatum dicimus Filium a Patre sed non separatum.” Op. 
adv. Mare. ii. 27, Novatian (no doubt following Tertullian) insists on the 
distinction between “‘factum esse” and ‘‘procedere” (de Trin. xv). 
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which he expressly defends as catholic in spite of their 
misuse by Valentinus.' His difficulties seem to arise in 
fact partly from his Stoic preconceptions, partly from 
his reaction against Gnostic idealism. His thought is, so 
to speak, realistic, and is expressed in concrete imagery ; 
and to this realistic mode of thinking is due his repre- 
sentation of the Divine Sonship as an event or process of 
development in time. As we shall see, the very word 
“Sonship ” falls in with Tertullian’s tendency to change 
an “abstract process into a concrete relationship.” * 

2. The other point which differentiates Tertullian’s 
Christology is his conception of the Son’s swbordination. 
The idea is, of course, an integral part of the standard 
doctrine of the apologists. Tertullian’s treatment of it, 
however, is characteristically juristic, or even political. 
The earlier apologists had laid much stress on the minis- 
terial function of the Word, His origination at the 
Father’s will, and His dependence on it. The same line 
of thought is adopted by Tertullian, but is modified in a 
characteristic manner. The Son is said “to do nothing 
without the Father’s will,’ but rather in the sense that 

‘He exercises freely a delegated Divine power, than 
ministers to a superior. The Monarchia of God, as it 
seemed to Tertullian, might be secured by the idea of 
administration. “The Son,” he says, “ received all power 
from the Father. .. . We thus see that the Son is no 
obstacle to the Monarchia, although it is now deposited 
with the Son. . .. No one, therefore, will impair it by 
admitting the Son [to it], since it is certain that it has 
been committed to Him by the Father, and hereafter is 
to be delivered up to the Father again.”? It is clear 
that Tertullian’s conception of the monarchia as singulare 

1Cp. Justin’s mpoBdnbev yévynua, and see a note on mpoBody in New- 


man, Athanasian Treatises, vol, ti. p. 458. 
2 Fairbairn, op. cit, 394, 3 adv. Prax, iv. 
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et wnicum imperium is the determining factor in his 
theology. In his view the Son and Holy Spirit differ _ 
from the Father, not in substance, but in rank, form, and 
aspect (specie); they exercise a plenary power which is 
inherent but derived. The Father is not prevented by 
the fact that He is sole ruler from “ ministering His own 
monarchy” through whatever agents He chooses. “I 
contend that no dominion so entirely belongs to one 
only . . . as not also to be administered through other 
persons closely connected [with it] whom it has provided 
as officials.” In a word, the unity of supreme authority 
is not impaired by its distribution among different agents. 
The Divine power is exercised and administered by 
thousands of angels and inferior beings. Why should it 
be supposed to suffer detriment or division if exercised 
by and through those who share the Divine substance, 
who embody “the very force, and the whole wealth 
(census) of the monarchia”? It is obvious that this 
image of administrative or economic unity falls short of 
the essential unity (wnitas substantie) which Tertullian 
elsewhere predicates of the Trinity. This strict sub- 
ordinatianism seemed to be the only escape from the 
charge of ditheism;? and it corresponded closely 
with Tertullian’s conception of the Divine work as pre- 
eminently self-revelation. God in His transcendental 
height can only descend to man and come within reach 
of his intelligence by means of an economic movement. 
The Trinity in a manner flows down from its source, as 
the light flows from the sun, or the stream from the 
fountain.? Deity in itself remains invisible, inaccessible, 
incomprehensible. The Son is Godhead passing over into 


ladv. Prax. iii. (notice the words persone and oficiales), 

2 adv. Prax. iii. 

37.c. viii. : ‘‘Ita Trinitas per consertos et connexos gradus a Patre 
decurrens, et monarchie nihil obstrepit, et olkovoulas statum protegit.” 
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the finite, God made accessible, capable of converse with 
man, in that His Deity is not absolute but derived. He is 
the Light made endurable to human eyes by the softening 
and diminution of its splendour.’ Again, the Father is 
impassible, but the Son is capable of redemptive suffering. 
The stream which at its fountainhead is undisturbed may 
be troubled as it flows onward in its course; but it 
remains the same water, only subject to different con- 
ditions. In all this line of thought we see traces of the 
philosophic distinction between God’s transcendence and 
His self-manifestation ; only to Tertullian the distinction is 
not one of abstract thought merely, but is capable of being 
expressed and represented under the concrete form of 
separate personalities. “ Whatever attributes,” he says to 
Marcion, “you require as worthy of God will be found 
in the Father, who is invisible, inaccessible, imperturbable, 
and (so to speak) the God of the philosophers; whereas 
the qualities which you censure as unworthy must be 
ascribed to the Son, who has been seen and heard and 
encountered, the witness (arbitro) and servant of the 
Father, uniting in Himself God and man, God in mighty 
‘deeds, in weaknesses man, in order that He may bestow 
on man as much as He takes from God. What in your 
eyes is the entire disgrace of my God, isin reality the very 
sacrament of man’s salvation. God held converse with 
man that man might learn to act as God. God put 
Himself on a level with man, that man might be able to 
be on a level with God. God was found little, that man 
might become exceeding great.” ? 

Thus through the Divine Sonship the Deity is brought 
near to man and enters into relationship with him. It 
is the main office of the Son to reveal the invisible 
Father. Tertullian goes further, and in some very 
striking passages represents the Son as preparing and 


1 See cc. xiv., xvi., xxix. 2adv. Mare. ii. 27, 
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training Himself, from the period of the creation onwards, 
for the Incarnation. This was the purpose of the Old ~ 
Testament theophanies, They were preludes to the 
Incarnation, which from the beginning was the goal of 
the Divine “ generation ” or “ filiation.” “God object- 
tively realised amongst men in Christ is the climax of 
the idea of the world, is that final aim which gives unity 
to the world and completion to the Word, that is to 
the self-objectification of God.”1 The Son was ever 
“learning to be incarnate” and to converse with man- 
kind. In the Incarnation the self-manifestation of God 
reaches its culminating point. Through the “economy,” 
or dispensation involved in the Sonship of the Word, the 
“God of the philosophers” remains in His transcendence 
and yet is revealed. Inwvisibilis est, etsi videatur ; incom- 
prehensibilis, etst per gratiam representetur ; inestimabilis, 
ets humanis sensibus cestimetur? 

We are now in a position to estimate more clearly the 
importance of Tertullian’s Christology. Briefly expressed, 
the contribution of Tertullian to Christian thought is the 
expansion of the idea of the Sonship. Hitherto the idea 
of the Zogos had been predominant. But with Tertullian, 
as Dorner says, “the age of Logology is succeeded by the 
age of Sonship.” The defect of the Logos-doctrine had 
been its tendency to obscure the personal element in the 
Divine relations. The term “Logos” by itself was an 
abstraction ; it was incapable of conveying the fulness of 
the Christian thought. Even 8. John had supplemented 
the expression by the word povoyévns. It was the merit 
of Tertullian that he gave vitality and prominence to 


‘Dorner, Person of Christ, div. i. vol. ii. p. 65. The passage referred 
to is adv. Prax. xvi.: ‘‘Ita semper ediscebat et deus in terris cum 
hominibus conversari, non alius quam sermo qui caro erat futurus.” Cp. 
adv. Mare. ii. 27. 

2 Apol. xvii. 
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the other scriptural term “Son,” and henceforth the idea 
of personality became a permanent factor in Trinitarian 
doctrine. The defect of Tertullian is that he considers 
the Word to have had no proper personal subsistence 
before the prolatio, His tendency is to regard the 
essence of the Son as eternal, but the personality as 
having an origin in time. It remained for Origen to 
combine the eternity of the Son’s essence with the thought 
of the generation of His person, in the phrase aiwvia 
yévynots.! But Tertullian’s statement, in spite of some 
confusions, has at least the great merit of introducing, 
and emphasising, the idea of moral relationships within 
the Deity, and so he marks a return on the part of 
theology to the ethical idea of God which, in the hands 
of Athanasius, was to be employed with such effect against 
Arianism.” 

Tertullian’s doctrine of the Incarnation bears many 
marks of individuality, but in the main follows that of 
Ireneus. Similar phrases to those of the earlier writer 
are used to describe the union of natures in Christ. He 
is homo Deo mixtus ;* caro hominis cum spiritu Dei. The 
distinction between caro and spiritus to denote the man- 
hood and the Godhead is one which Tertullian inherited. 
In his development of the idea of “ two natures” in Christ, 
he practically anticipates the language of Leo and the 
definition of Chalcedon. He grasps tenaciously the 


1 See above, p. 241. Cp. Dorner, div. i. vol. ii. pp. 79 ff. Dorner 
holds that Tertullian uses the word jiliatio in a threefold sense. There is 
(1) an eternal filiation: God’s possession of His own Word within His 
being—this is a potential Sonship ; (2) temporal, the “generation” of 
the Son, when He issues forth to create ; (3) final, the Incarnation : Z.¢. 
pp- 68, 69. 

2 Op. Newman, Athanasian Treatises, vol. i. p. 53. 

5 Apol. xxi. ; ep. de Carne Christi, xviii. 

4 See adv. Prax. xxvii. ; observe that substantiw is used by Tertullian for 
- the later nature (pices); ep. Harnack, Dogmengesch. i. 512 note. 
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unity of the person in whom two natures are conjoined : 
videmus duplicem statum, non confusum sed conjunctum in 
una persona Deum et hominem Jesum. He insists on 
the consequences of this unity in a passionate outburst, 
which is a good example of what was called at a later 
time communicatio idiomatum. “ Natus est (v.l. crucifiaus) 
Dei Filius; non pudet qua pudendum est; et mortwus 
est Dei Filius; prorsus credible est quia ineptum est; et 
sepultus resurrexit ; certum est quia impossibile.1 The 
passage is valuable for its ethical tone. As it stands 
related to its context it is an answer to the Gnostic tenet 
that contact with the flesh was “unworthy” of God. 
The insinuation touches a chord of chivalry in Tertullian. 
Quodcunque Deo indignum est, he exclaims, mihi expedit ; 
salvus sum, st non confundar de Domino meo. He means 
that the true standard of what is reasonably to be 
expected from God must be love. Christ loved man in 
spite of his outward humiliation and the defilements of 
his origin; amavit utique quem magno redemit2 What- 
ever substance He is pleased to assume, He Himself 
makes worthy of the honour.’ 

Another point peculiar to Tertullian is his vehement 
insistance, in opposition to docetism and a priori ideas 
of matter as essentially evil, on the dignity of the cor- 
poreal element in man’s nature. His Stoicism, as we 
have seen, inclined him to ascribe corporeity even to God, 
and to the soul of man.* Accordingly he expends much 
pains in refuting false or inadequate ideas of Christ’s 
human nature’ He maintains that Christ made our 
flesh His own—the very flesh which had become subject 
to sin; and that in assuming it He sanctified it from sin. 


1 de Carne Christi, v. 2 Thid. iv. 

adv. Mare. iii. 10: ‘‘Nulla substantia digna est quam Deus induat. 
Quodcunque induerit, Ipse dignum facit.” 

4 See de Anima, v.-ix. ® See de Carne Ohristt, iii,-vi. 
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His “Christian realism” carries him to great lengths, 
especially in his antagonism to the Valentinian idea that 
Christ’s body was of sidereal or spiritual texture, not, 
like ours, of gross earthly material; and therefore not, 
like ours, born of woman. He glories in the sanctifica- 
tion by Christ of even the lowliest stages in the ascent of 
man. “Christ loved man even in his uncleannesses.” 2 
“ He reforms our birth by a second birth from heaven ; 
He restores our flesh from all that oppresses it.” He 
cleanses it from every stain in the very act of assuming 
it in its integrity. This anti-docetic line of thought 
leads Tertullian to insist, as no writer before him had 
equally done, on the reality of our Lord’s human soul.3 
Thus there was a complete and substantial assumption 
of our humanity by the Son of God;* Tertullian, as it 
were, pronounces the final judgment of the Church on 
docetism in all its manifold shapes and disguises.5 But 
his statements are by no means merely apologetic. He 
uses the strongest and most glowing language ® to describe 
the sanctity and dignity of the material which the Son 
of God has once condescended to assume and to make 
- His own. The living God, the true God could surely 
“purge away by His own operation whatever vileness 
might attach to matter, and heal it from all infirmity.” ? 
He could “purge the original substance of its dross.” 
“Nay,” cries Tertullian, “God forbid that He should 
abandon to everlasting destruction the labour of His own 
hands, the care of His own thoughts, the receptacle of 


1 gpa puxecdr. 2 de Carne Christi, iv. 

3 Ibid. x.; ep. Neander, Antignosticus, pp. 476, 477. 

4 In de Carne Christi, xx., Tertullian uses the words concarnatur, convis- 
ceratur. 

5 Op. Dorner, div. i. vol. ii, p. 49. 

6 Fairbairn criticises the language as even materialistic. Christ in 
Mod. Theol. p. 97 note. 

7 de Resuwrr. Carnis. vi. 
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His own Spirit, the queen of His creation, the heir of His 
liberality, the priestess of His religion, the soldier of His 
testimony, the sister of His Christ.”1 The flesh has its — 
share in redemption; the first Adam in the entirety of 
his nature is destined to be restored after the image of 
the second Adam. Matter has been consecrated by the 
Incarnation to be the veil and sacramental channel of 
the spiritual. “Since the soul is, in consequence of its 
salvation, chosen to the service of God, it is the flesh 
which actually renders it capable of such service. The 
flesh, indeed, is washed [in baptism] in order that the 
soul may be cleansed from stain; the flesh is anointed 
that the soul may be consecrated ; the flesh is signed 
[with the cross] that the soul too may be fortified; the 
flesh is shadowed by the imposition of hands that 
the soul also may be illuminated by the Spirit; the 
flesh feeds on the body and blood of Christ that the 
soul likewise may be satiated with [the life of] 
God,” ? 

It only remains to notice Tertullian’s conception of 
the redemptive work of Christ. Though less of a mystic 
than Irenzus, he yet lays great stress on the Passion of 
Christ. One ground of his opposition to docetism is 
that if Christ’s sufferings be merely putative “the entire 
work of God is subverted,” for in Christ’s death “lies the 
whole weight and fruit of the Christian name.”* On the 
whole, the same idea of the fruits of Christ’s death is 
found both in Ireneus and Tertullian: the leading thesis 
of both writers is that God became man in order to exalt 
man to a Divine life. The term “ satisfaction” appears 
in Tertullian, but not in relation to Christ’s work. It is 
connected with the legal view of sin which first becomes 

NG ix: o'G. Wills 
2 adv. Marc. iii. 8: ‘*Totum Christiani nominis et pondus et fructus, 
mors Christi,” ete. 
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prominent in his system,’ and reappears in Anselm. It 
should be added that there are traces here and there of 
the idea that redemption consists mainly in the know- 
ledge of God and His requirement for man. 

Closely connected with Tertullian is Novatian, the op- 
ponent of Cyprian, a man of harsh and austere temper, but 
as a writer calm in tone and cultivated in style. His 
treatise de Trinitate shows every mark of intellectual 
dependence on Tertullian, and admirably illustrates the 
general type of Christology which prevailed in the West 
about the middle of the third century. The work was very 
influential, and did much towards promoting the acceptance 
of the Logos-doctrine in the West. Novatian goes beyond 
Tertullian, however, in his insistance on the subordination 
of the Son, starting perhaps from an even more tran- 
scendental conception of God,? and endeavouring to secure 
the Divine unity by attributing to the Son an absolute 
and complete subjection. Novatian, in fact, falls back 
upon the traditional doctrine inherited by Tertullian. 
Thus he declares that the Son was generated by an act 
of the Father's will: quando wpse voluit, Sermo Filius 
. natus est? Te allows, indeed, that the Word ever was 
in the Father, but says that the Father must be thought 
of as in a@ sense preceding the Son; like Tertullian, he 
expresses the relationship of ingenerate and generate as 
a process in, time.* He follows Tertullian also in his 
description of the Divine generation as prolatio;” in his 


1 Thus he uses such terms as culpa, meritwm, reatus, crimen, delictwm. 
See Harnack’s note, i. p. 524. The language of de Pen. ii. and iii. is 
almost exclusively legal in tone. On Tertullian’s use of saédsfactio, see a 
note in Hagenbach, Hist. of Doc. i. p. 260. 

2 See de Trin. ii. and iti. Ltn ea. 

46, xxxi.: “Quin et Pater illum etiam quadam ratione precedit quod 
necesse est quadammodo prior sit qua Pater sit. Quoniam aliquo pacto 
antecedat necesse est eum qui habet originem, ille qui originem nescit.” 

5 ¢, xxil. 
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use of the word spiritus to denote the Divine nature; * 
in his treatment of the theophanies; in calling Christ 
secunda Persona post Patrem;? but he goes beyond his 
master in asserting the Son’s subordination. The vis 
Divimtatis transmitted to the Son as an act of grace 
is finally per substantie communionem restored to the 
Father.? Filius nihil ex arbitrio suo gerit nec ex consilio 
suo facit, nec a se venit, sed imperiis paternis omnibus et 
preceptis obedit: ut quamvis probet illum nativitas Filium, 
tamen morigera obedientia adserat illum paterne voluntatis, 
ex quo est, ministrum. The subjection of the Son, in 
fact, proves the unity of God. Dum se Patri in omnibus 
obtemperantem reddit, quamvis sit et Deus, unum tamen 
Deum Patrem de obedientia sua ostendit ex quo et originem 
tram. 

In fact, the relationship between Father and Son is 
ultimately one of unity, not essential, but moral. Thus 
commenting on the text, Hyo et Patrem unum sumus, 
Novatian says, Unum neutraliter positum societatis con- 
cordiam non unitatem persone, sonat.* He practically 
excludes Patripassianism by reducing the unity of the 
Divine Persons to a kind of ethical relationship. 

There are striking passages of the de Trinitate which 
show Novatian’s great anxiety to be true to the tradition 
of the Church (regula veritatis), and to the scriptural 
testimony that Christ is no mere man but Divine.® 
Novatian discerns very clearly that there is danger in 
ignoring any portion of recorded truth, especially when 
Scripture witnesses throughout to the Deity of Christ. 


are.g., ©; XXIV. 2@, XXVi. 

°c. xxvi.; ep.xxxi.: ‘‘ Dum gradatim reciproco meatu illa Majestas atque 
Divinitas ad Patrem qui dederat eam rursum ab illo ipso Vilio missa 
revertitur et retorquetur.” 

“cc. xxvii., Xxx. 

5 See (¢.g.) a passage that suggests a comparison with Leo’s tome, 
illustrating the duality of natures in Christ, c. xi. 
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He also observes acutely that Sabellianism has at least 
the merit of being Divinitatis Christi argumentum grande 
atque precipuum.. But on the whole he gives us an 
impression of intellectual embarrassment. He is ham- 
pered, as Tertullian is, by the associations of the word 
“person.” He dreads the charge of ditheism if he allows 
the existence of two distinct persons who are Divine. 
Christ’s personality therefore he regards as having had 
its origin in time. Clearly what was necessary was a 
more profound idea of personality in regard to the God- 
head. “In the domain of spirit,’ says Dorner, “ex- 
clusiveness is not necessary to the maintenance of 
distinctions, as in the finite, material world. There, on the 
contrary, as Tertullian already vaguely felt, distinctions 
confirm unity; for a unity evolved out of distinctions 
is more compact and self-sufficient. ... In the domain 
of spirit, the unity is not an abstract identity or contin- 
uity, but one that posits and confirms distinctions.” ” 

Passing to Hippolytus we come in contact with a 
theologian who may be regarded as a link, like Irenzus, 
between the East and West. Probably he had spent 
- much time in the East, before he settled as a presbyter 
of the Church at Rome. His history is very obscure, 
but he first rises into prominence as the opponent of 
Callistus (circ. 220). It seems probable that when 
Callistus betrayed Sabellian leanings, Hippolytus allowed 
himself to be elected bishop by his followers, and it seems 
likely enough that he made Portus the scene of his 
activity. His connections with Irenzus and possibly 
with Origen give to his theology a peculiar importance 
and interest.2 It evidently bears the impress of a 


1 ¢, xxiii.; cp. the question ascribed to Noetus (Hipp. ¢. Moet. i.), 7 
oby KaKxdyv Tod Sokdfwy Tov Xprordy. 

2 Person of Christ, div. i. vol. ii. pp. 82, 83. 

8 See Lightfoot, S. Clement, vol. ii. pp. 317-477. 
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period when East and West were still in constant and 
close communication. It retains some of the characteristics 
peculiar to each school that we have been considering. 
Thus his general doctrine of the Godhead is Platonistic. 
God is originally solitary ;* but was never adoyos, dcogos, 
advvatos, or aBovrevtos. God existed in plurality (arodvs 
jv). The Logos subsisted within the Godhead, “ having 
in Himself the preconceived ideas that were hidden in 
the Father” ;* when the Father willed, and as He willed, 
the Logos was “ begotten,”’—issued forth as light from 
light in order to create, and to dispose all things accord- 
ing to the will of God. 

Here Hippolytus restates the Logos-doctrine in the 
terms which had now become traditional with ante- 
Nicene writers. The Logos ever existed in God as the 
unspoken thought of the universe (€vdvaetos Tod tavtos 
Aoyiowds); but His true “generation” took place in 
connection with creation. Thus “ begotten,’ the Logos 
stood over against God as “a second Person” (€repos). 
“The Word or Reason proceeding forth was manifested in 
the universe as Son of God (sais Oeod).”® The charge 
of “ditheism” is met by Hippolytus as by Tertullian. 
“J say not that there are two Gods, but [I speak of] two 
persons (7pdcwr7ra dvd), and of a third dispensation, even 
the grace of the Holy Ghost.”* The Logos then became 
Son of God, became a distinct hypostasis with a view 
to creation. Indeed, the name Son properly belonged 
to Him only as incarnate. “For the Word pre-incarnate 
(4capxos Adyos) was not perfect Son, although He was 
perfect and only-begotten Word.”® This statement of 


1 Phil. x. 82: Oeds els, 6 mp&ros kal wdvos Kat amrdvrwy ToinTis Kal KUpLos, 
avyxpovoy éoxev oddev, k.7.. Cp. c. Noet. x. 

* Phil. x. 33.: eeu &v éavrg ras ev TG marpl rpoevvonbeloas ldéas, 

3¢, Noet. xi, 4¢. Noet. xiv. 


°¢, Noet. xv.: Mbyor dv budv mpornydpeve Sud 7d wédrewy adrdv yever Oat, 
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the temporality of the Sonship is even more explicit than 
that of Tertullian, and equally decided is Hippolytus’ 
insistance on the Son’s subordination: His absolute 
dependence on the Father’s will in the fulfilment of His 
functions as creator, and enlightener of the prophets, 
and revealer of God." 

Similar to the treatment of Tertullian is Hippolytus’ 
mode of dealing with the Divine unity. God is One, 
but in the economy is revealed as threefold, each Person 
of the Divine Triad being an object of faith and 
worship. The unity of the Three is of a moral kind 
(oixovonia cuudwvias): it consists in a differentiation 
of functions.2 “The Father decrees, the Son executes.” 
“The Father commands, the Son obeys, the Spirit gives 
understanding. The Father is above all, the Son is 
through all, the Holy Ghost wm all... The Father 
willed, the Son accomplished, the Spirit manifested.” * 
Again, Hippolytus escapes the charge of Sabellianism by 
insisting (¢. Noet. xiv.) that each person of the Trinity 
has a claim to be “acknowledged” by man, and that the 
unity of God can only be properly adored if with the 
- Father, the Son and Spirit be recognised. The seemingly 
Arian element in Hippolytus’ Christology consists not in 
his denial of the eternity of the Logos, but in the asser- 
tion that, as Son, the Logos had a beginning in time.‘ 

The statement of the Incarnation by Hippolytus is 

1¢, Noet. xiv. 

2 Op. c. Woet. viii.: wos els Gebs; . . ula Svvapus TovTov, Kal Boov jev 
Kara Thy Sivapuy, els dort Beds, Soov 5é Kard Thy oikovoulay, tpexys []. TpixF 
vel rpuxas] 7 émlderkis. 

3¢, Noet. xiv. 

4 The passage Phil. x. 33, el yap Oedv ce 70éAnoe Trotfoa, edvaro" exeus 
To0 Abyou Td mapade?yya, scarcely seems to warrant Harnack’s inference 
(Dogmeng. i. 493 note) that Hipp. expressly accentuates the creatwrediness 
of the Logos. Indeed, the idea seems excluded by the context, where the 


Logos is contrasted with the world: 6 Nbyos pévos €& avdrod* dd Kal Oeés, 
” odala irdpxwv Oeod, 6 dé Kbopos é& ovdévos, K.T.X, 
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rich, full, and somewhat mystical in tone,—following the 
lines of Ireneus. If at times his tendency is to regard 
the Incarnation as no more than a theophany of an 
exalted kind, there are qualifying passages which em- 
phatically assert the reality and completeness of Christ’s 
human nature. In the last two chapters of the fragment 
contra Noetwm (xvii, xviii.) Hippolytus gives a summary 
of his belief, which he traces to the tradition of the 
apostles. He holds a real descent of the Word from 
heaven (dm’ otpavav xaTnAGev), the assumption by Him 
of a true body and reasonable soul of the Virgin Mary, in 
order to undergo a complete human experience (yeyoves 
mavta dca éotly avOpwtros), as the new Man, and to 
restore fallen humanity by raising it into the life of 
incorruption. The concluding chapter (xviii.) gives a 
series of antithetic contrasts intended to enforce the 
substantial reality and integrity of either nature, and 
anticipating the main thought of Leo’s Epistle to Flavian. 
In the treatise on Christ and Antichrist there is a passage 
which forcibly recalls the language of the Alexandrine 
Clement. “The Word shows His compassion and His 
freedom from respect of persons, by the saints, enlighten- 
ing them, and schooling them as may be most advantageous 
to us, like a skilful physician, understanding the weakness 
of men. And the ignorant He loves to teach, while the 
erring He turns again to His own true way. And by 
those who live in faith He is easily found, while to those 
of pure eye and holy heart who desire to knock at the 
door, He opens immediately. For He casts away none 
of His servants as unworthy of the Divine mysteries.” ! 
On the other hand, the influence of Ireneus is very 
apparent in Hippolytus’ description of Christ as “ the new 
Man,” “ wearing the nature of the old man as a robe,” 


1 de Christo et Antichr. iii. The somewhat elaborate simile drawn from 
weaving (in ¢, iv.) recalls the manner of Ignatius. 
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and sanctifying each stage of life “that to every age He 
might become Himself a law.”* Akin, too, to the general 
standpoint of the apologists is the conception of redemp- 
tion as af@apoia, and the thought of the pre-incarnate 
activity of the Word in a process of continuous revelation 
through the law and the prophets.? 

A comparison of Hippolytus’ statements with those of 
Tertullian will justify us in regarding these two writers 
as the most prominent champions of the Logos-doctrine 
in the West during the third century.2 Their argumen- 
tative efforts to give expression to the traditional belief 
are instructive by their comparative failure. It remained 
for Origen to bring out the full significance of those 
images (the sun and its ray, the fountain and its 
source) by which theologians found themselves obliged 
to supplement their reasonings. In an age of intensely 
keen intellectual activity it is instructive to notice that 
the germ of further progress was contained in the simple 
statement of 8. John, God 1s Light. 


§ TV. Tue CLose or TarrD CENTURY CHRISTOLOGY 


In the course of our survey of different types of Christ- 
ological doctrine, we are now approaching the close of the 
ante-Nicene period. The tendencies which were to come 
into open collision in the fourth century became more and 
more clearly defined in the Jast decades of the third cen- 
tury. The doctrine of the Logos had established itself as 
an accepted element in the Christology of the Churca, and 
on all sides there was a growing disposition to formulate 


1 Phil. x. 83: év Bly dud rdons prixlas EdnrvO6ra, Wo, mdoy prexig. abros 
pouos-yevndy. Op. Iren. ii. 22. 4, iii. 18. 7. 

2 ¢.9..c. Noet. xi. 

3 Notice in c. Noet. xy. the hint that the .Logos-doctrine is new, and 
_ accordingly unwelcome. 
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the results of the conflict with Gnosticism and Monarchian- 
ism in fixed and artificial symbols. The generation that 
preceded the Council of Nicea was, in fact, a period of - 
mutual explanations and of formulated creeds.! The 
technical terms of Nicene theology were all, or most of 
them, already current, but their connotation was not as 
yet exactly determined? On all sides the great incon- 
venience of not possessing a regulative standard of faith 
was becoming manifest. The ancient baptismal creeds 
were inadequate in view of the problems that had been 
raised by theological science, and the speculations in 
which gifted individuals like Origen had indulged. In 
the years which followed Origen’s death, it became evi- 
dent that the Logos-doctrine might be very differently 
interpreted, according as it was combined with a very 
strict conception of the Divine unity, or with a tendency 
to lay particular stress on the distinctions of personality 
in the Godhead. Of this divergence the correspondence 
between Dionysius of Alexandria (d. 265) and his name- 
sake of Rome (d. 269) is a prominent illustration. It 
has, indeed, been regarded as a prelude to the Arian 
dispute of the next century. 

Dionysius “the great” of Alexandria belonged to the 
school of Origen, and appears to have inherited something 
of his master’s spirituality, wisdom, and rare moderation 
in controversy. In his endeavours to cope with the 
widespread Sabellianism prevailing among the clergy of 
the Pentapolis, Dionysius addressed letters to certain 
bishops, in one of which, intending to assert the distinct- 
ness of the Son’s personality, he allowed himself to use 


1 Harnack, Dogmeng. i. 708. 

2 See a list in Harnack, /.c. 692, note 2. Perhaps the most important 
are ovola—imboracis—xrlfew, and moretyv—épuoovcros—éx THS ovcias Tov 
mwarpbs—hy 8re ovk Fv—erepos kar’ ovolay—eywors ovowdns—evwots Kare, 
[LeTOVTLAY—EVOLKELY, 
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unguarded expressions of the extreme subordinatianist 
type, which so perplexed the recipients that the letter 
was made the subject of formal complaint to Dionysius, the 
bishop of Rome. It was discussed in a synod held at 
Rome soon after 260. The bishop of Rome himself issued 
a document (to be noticed presently) of a mediating 
tendency, condemning both the Sabellianists and their 
opponents, but without naming Dionysius. At the same 
time he wrote privately to the bishop of Alexandria asking 
for explanations. In reply Dionysius wrote a lengthy 
treatise in four books (\eyyos Kal dmrodoyia), in which 
he complained that some of his expressions had been 
wrested from their true context and purport, and vindi- 
cated his orthodoxy at length. 

The language complained of was as follows: Dionysius 
had stated that the Son of God was a creature (olnua 
cal yevntov), and that He was not by nature a Son in 
the proper sense (pices ixov), but in essence foreign to 
the Father (évov cat’ ovciav); that the Father was 
related to Him as the husbandman to the vine or the 
shipbuilder to the boat; that being a creature (aroinwa) 
He was not before He was created (yévyrat).! 

This language as it stands is indefensible, and might 
have been more wisely withdrawn; but it is qualified, 
first, by the writer’s purpose. He calls the Son a 
creature, because, like his great master, he could find no 
guarantee of His distinct personality except by insisting 
on His subordination in rank. It is true that he goes 
far beyond Origen in the reiterated expression 7roinpa, 
but his intention was wholly different from that of Arius. 
He desired to emphasise the personality, not the creature- 
liness, of the Logos. His language is, in fact, a premature 

lap. Ath. de sent. Dion. iv. Athanasius defends these illustrations as 


dvOpwrlyws eipnuera, X., i.e, as relating to our Lord’s human nature. 
2 Ath. l.c. : Katpod Kal mpoowmov mpdpacts eixucev abrov Towra ypayat. 
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deduction from the Logos-doctrine which he inherited 
from Origen. Secondly, the expressions used were 
qualified by the images employed to illustrate his 
meaning. He adopted the accepted simile of the 
fountain and the stream, the root and the plant.? 
Again, Dionysius explains himself fully in the letter to 
Dionysius of Rome. Here he enlarges on the image of 
the sun and its radiance; the Son of God is amravyacpa 
gwros aidiov, and therefore Himself aidvos. Next, he 
recognises the word omoovoros, which, he admits, gives 
the sense of Scripture, though not actually found there; 
and he illustrates the term by the figure of a parent 
and child; so far the letter implicitly anticipates the 
Nicene doctrine. The doubtful word mows is ex- 
plained by Dionysius to mean, as applied to the Father, 
“author” of the Son’s being. The Son is “ produced” 
as the word is “produced,” by him who utters it; 
moinots is a term applicable to literary and other “ pro- 
duction.” Finally, Dionysius accepts the phrase actually 
employed in the formal document of his namesake, ri 
Tpiada eis THY povada svyxedadavovpcba? Dionysius 
of Rome had regarded the language of the Alexandrine 
as tritheistic,— implying trocrdce:s pewepropévas Kal 
Georntas tpéis. Dionysius repudiates any notion of 
“division” of substance, in terms which indicate that 
already there is confusion between the different senses 
of trdortacts. The Western bishop uses trécrtacus for 
the common substance or essence (ovata) of the Godhead ; 
the Alexandrine uses trograces as virtually equivalent 
to mpoowma, persons? 

Thus it may fairly be maintained that Dionysius of 


Dion. Alex. Fragm. Ep. ad D. Rom. ap. Routh, Rel. Sacr. iii. 393: 
olda dé Kad udurnuat, wrelova mpocbels Tv ovyyevav Opouspara, K.T.d. 

* Routh, Red. Sacr. iii, 895 ; op. 374, 

8 See note in Routh, dc. p. 383, 
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Alexandria ultimately returns to Origen’s position, and, 
indeed, he seems to state the doctrine of the eternity of 
the Son with less restriction than his master. The Son 
is eternal; the light never existed without its radiance. 
If the Father is the self-existent reason (vods, or Adyos 
éyxeiuevos), the Son is the forthcoming reason (Adyos 
mpomndeav). Each is in the other: odte 6 vods ddoyos, 
oUTe divous 6 Aoyos. 

The dogmatic statement of Dionysius of Rome is 
preserved by Athanasius? Like later utterances of 
Roman bishops, it displays the instinctive tenacity with 
which the Roman Church clung to the statements of the 
ereed, accepting them in the fixed traditional sense, and 
making no attempt to reconcile apparent contradictions. 
The statement is an admirable example of the via media, 
taking the middle course between Sabellianism, 7.e. the 
false interpretation of the Divine unity, and tritheism, 
i.e. the division of the Divine substance. It also con- 
demns the “adoptianist” view of the Theodotians and 
Paul the Samosatene. The doctrine of the Trinity is 
thus summed up: “It must needs be that with the God 
_of the universe the Divine Word is united, and the Holy 
Ghost must repose and habitate in God; thus in One as 
in a summit, I mean the God of the universe, the 
omnipotent, must of necessity the Divine Triad be 
gathered up and brought together.”* There follows a 
scriptural proof that Christ is no creature. Scripture 
speaks of His yévynow, but not of any mAdous or 


1Routh, Lc. 398; ep. Dorner, Person of Christ, div. i, vol. ii, pp, 
180, 181. 

2 de Decret. Nic. Syn. xxvi. See Routh, J.c. pp. 373 ff. 

3 fyGoOm yap avayKn TE Oe@ Tov Suv Tov Ocioy Abyou" EuprAoxwpely dé 
7 OeG Kal evOvarracOar det 7d dyrov veda Hon Kal riv Oclay rpidda els 
tya domep els Kopupiy twa (Tov Bedy Tov Buy Tov mavToKpdropa éyw) 
ovyKkeparaodcbal te Kal curdyerOar waco dvdrykn (trans. by Newman, Ath. 
- Treatises, i. 45]. 
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motnow. “For if He became a Son (yéyovev vids), there 
was a time when He was not. But He ever was, if so 
be He is in the Father as He Himself declares” (S. Jo. © 
xiv. 11). It is noticeable also that the text Prov. viii. 
22 (LXX. éxricé pe, «.7.0.) is explained by Dionysius to 
mean, “ He set me over the works made by Him.” 

This celebrated dispute, if it is to be so called, thus 
ended in a practical agreement as to the nature and 
person of the Son. As Dorner remarks, the withdrawal 
of the Alexandrine Dionysius from his untenable position 
not only did justice to the general Christian consciousness 
of the Redeemer’s person. It made conspicuously plain 
the fact that “no one of the disputants was disposed to 
treat the Son as a mere creature.” Accordingly the Church 
advanced to meet the Arian struggle with its common 
consciousness greatly strengthened, and the settlement 
now arrived at was a prelude to the decision of Nicea.! 

Later writers of the school of Origen developed or 
expounded their teacher’s system ; but the fourth century 
had scarcely begun before there appeared some decided 
symptoms of reaction, and a tendency to return to the 
simple scriptural presentment of Christ's person and 
work, The most celebrated Origenists of the last quarter 
of the third century were Pierius, Theognostus, Hieracas, 
and Gregory Thaumaturgus. 

Prerius, known as “ Origenes Junior,” was head of the 
catechetical school and the teacher of Pamphilus, the 
apologist of Origen. It would appear that his termin- 
ology, and his statements on the doctrine of the Holy 
Spirit, were open to misconception?  Zheognostus, in his 
Hypotyposes, developed and formulated the theology of 
Origen, and is adduced by Athanasius as a witness to the 


1 Person of Christ, div. i. vol. ii. p. 185. 
* See the passage from Photius in Routh, Rel. Suer, iii, 429 ff. (He 
spoke of d¥o ovata: or pices in the sense of drocrdoeis. ) 
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consubstantiality of the Son. Hveracas is the link 
between Origenism and the monastic system of Egypt.? 
The Panegyric on Origen by Gregory (d. 270) of Neo- 
Cesarea in Pontus (Thaumaturgus), shows that the latter 
entirely accepted his teacher’s doctrine of the Trinity. The 
creed ascribed to Gregory, and said to have been taught 
to catechumens in his church, is in fact “a compendium 
of the Origenistic theology.”® Pamphilus and Eusebius 
of Czsarea must also be mentioned as notable disciples 
of the Alexandrian school. On the other hand, Peter of 
Alexandria (mart. 311) did not shrink from freely con- 
tradicting some of the less defensible points of Origen’s 
system (eg. his doctrine of a premundane fall); while in 
Methodius of Patara (circ. 300) appears a theologian who, 
writing from Origen’s own Platonistic standpoint, rejects 
the main bulk of his opinions. His position resembles 
that of Irenzus, Hippolytus, and Tertullian, his Christ- 
ology being of a mystical and ascetic type. It is not, 
however, necessary to describe it in detail for our present 
purpose. 

Nor is it necessary to trace the course of Christological 
. thought in the West beyond Dionysius. In him already 
the characteristic features of later Western theology are 
apparent. The subordinatianism of Tertullian has been 
repressed ; there is no longer any effort to fix im time the 
mystery of the hypostatic distinctions within the Deity. 
The scriptural testimony of the Son’s Deity is accepted 


i de Deer. Nic. Syn. xxv. The statement of Photius that Theognostus 
called the Son a creature (xrlcua) is questioned by Bull (Def. Nic. Creed, 
bk. ii. c. 10, § 8), but is accepted by Routh, Rel. Sacr. iii. 418, 419. 

2 See Neander, Ch. Hist. ii. 485 ff. 

8 Harnack, Dogmeng. i. 707 note. 

4 See Harnack, i. 695-705. Harnack regards the theology of Methodius 
as highly significant, in its union of the rule of faith with Origenistic 
science, of theoretic optimism with world-renunciation, of mysticism with 
biblical ‘‘realism,” ete. Dorner says little (div. i. vol. ii. pp. 175 ff.). 
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by Dionysius as an indisputable foundation, just as it is 
in a later age by Leo in his letter to Flavian; and there 
is no trace of any speculative interest in’ the profound 
problems which agitated the East. The Western Church 
was already occupied with immense practical and 
administrative tasks; it regarded the faith as an instru- 
ment for achieving the moral transformation of the 
world, but its passive resistance to innovations in 
doctrine proved to be of the most decisive importance in 
the doctrinal struggles of the next century. 


1. The Close of Third Century Theology; the Council of 
Antioch (269). 


The most conspicuous event of the latter half of the 
century was the council held at Antioch to consider the 
teaching of Paul of Samosata in 269. This council was 
in point of fact the last of a series of three synods, the 
first of which assembled as early as 264, chiefly owing 
to the exertions of the venerable bishop of Alexandria, 
Dionysius. Firmilian of Czesarea (Cappadocia) presided 
over the first synod, and Gregory was present. In the 
final council the chief part was taken by the presbyter 
Malchion, a skilful dialectician of the Antiochene school, 
who is said by Jerome to have been the actual writer of 
the synodical letter addressed to the bishops of Rome 
and Alexandria.? 

The most important doctrinal result of the Antiochene 
synods is the letter addressed by six bishops to Paul. 
It illustrates the tendency which was now widely preval- 
ent, to formulate the faith in philosophical and technical 
phraseology. It is also of great significance as gathering 
up in one authoritative document the results of a century 
of active speculation and fertile thought. Finally, it 
shows how anxious the Fathers were to keep within the 

* See the letter in Routh, Rel. Sacr. iii. pp. 803 ff 
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lines of Scripture and tradition. It is begging a large 
question to say that the faith has here been trans- . 
formed into a system of speculative theology. The con- 
troversies of the century had necessitated the use of new 
weapons, and the restatement of the faith in terms of 
current science and metaphysics. But the mind of 8. 
John had moved among conceptions not less abstract 
than those of the Antiochene definition, and it has never 
been successfully shown that the more elaborate termin- 
ology conceals any real addition to the substance of the 
Church’s original faith. The effort after exact expression 
was characteristic of the Greek mind, as in a later age 
the craving for concrete realisation of the objects of faith 
was characteristic of the Western mind. Theology does 
not necessarily lose its hold on the primary verities of 
religious faith by becoming philosophic; it does not 
desert Scripture because it borrows its weapons from the 
schools ; it does not add to the contents of the creed by 
the development of its terminology. The most notable 
points in the synodical letter to Paul, which is cast some- 
what in exegetical form, are the following :* 

1. The bishops insist that they are only committing 
to writing the traditional faith of the Church, handed 
down from the apostles “who were eye-witnesses and 
ministers of the word.” This position recalls the line of 
defence against Gnosticism which Ireneus, Hippolytus 
and Tertullian had found effective, and which had not been 
overlooked even by the bold thinkers of Alexandria. 

2. A marked pre-eminence is assigned to the Father. 
He is dyévvytos, els, dvapyos, dopatos, avarnolwtos, K.T.D. 
This entirely reflects the tendency of the time towards 
an abstract, Hellenic conception of God, akin to that of 
Philo and the Neo-Platonists. The defect. of this view 
is that it is primarily intellectual rather than ethical, 

1 See Routh, Rel. Sacr. iii. pp. 289 ff 
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and that it logically necessitates a strictly subordinatianist 
view of the Son’s nature and work. God is regarded 
as an object of knowledge transcending human thought, 
and only revealed, and that imperfectly, by the Son. 

3. Doctrine of the Son: uids yervntés, wovoyevns, eixav 
Tod dopadtouv Oeod, mpwrdtoKos dans KTicews. It may 
be noticed that this phraseology is almost entirely Scrip- 
tural. The letter goes on to describe Christ as pre-existent 
(zpo aidvwv dvra); very God, not merely in virtue of 
Divine foreknowledge (apoyvdce), but God “both in 
essence and hypostasis” (oteia Kal trocrdce). The 
Godhead of the Son is demonstrated from the Scriptures ; 
and His work is described in the usual subordinatianist 
terms. He “ever was with the Father,’ and “ fulfilled 
the Father’s will in the creation of the universe,” being 
no mere instrument or abstract attribute of God, but a 
Son generated by the Father “as a living and personal 
energy ” ({aoav évépyesay kal évuméctatov); revealed in 
the Old Testament as one who conversed with the patri- 
archs, in fulfilment of the Father’s counsel; described 
sometimes as “Angel,” sometimes as “Jehovah” or 
“God.” Throughout the document we are struck by the 
prominence assigned to the Logos as “Creator” and 
“Revealer” of God. This Hellenic conception of the 
Logos was undoubtedly dominant during the whole 
period now drawing to its close. The mediatorial 
function of the Son is barely recognised in the statement 
that the law was given to Moses “by the ministration of 
the Son” (S:axovodvtos), in virtue of which the title 
Heoitns is given to Him in Gal. iii. 19. It will be 
noticed that the mode and time of the yévvnows are not 


? obola and brécracis seem here employed to express the Son’s real indi- 
vidual subsistence as a distinct personality. ovcla is used in a sense 
inclining to the later Aristotelian usage, implying the reality of the Son’s 
pre-existence, 


CLOSE OF THIRD CENTURY CHRISTOLOGY 283 


touched upon, from which we may infer that the Origenist 
conception of the “eternal generation” is tacitly suggested 
in the phrase ody TS matpi aici dvra. Further, yevvdv 
is used to the exclusion of the material imagery implied 
in the phrases mpo8od2, prolatio, etc. Lastly, the free 
identification and interchange of the terms “ Word” and 
“Son” marks a distinct step forward towards the 
Christology of Athanasius. 

4. The doctrine of the Incarnation is next stated. 
The Incarnation is at once a condescension on the part 
of one who is “God and Lord of all created things,” and 
a mission on the part of the supreme Father. It 
involves a true union of Godhead and manhood whereby 
a human body (o@pa) is made the receptacle of the ful- 
ness of Deity, and becomes “ deified” through inseparable 
union with Godhead. In Jesus Christ a single Divine 
person “emptied Himself of the state of equality with 
God” and became man in accordance with Old Testament 
prophecy. 

It should be observed that no reference is made to 
the human soul of Christ,) and in the scriptural quota- 
tions by which the above statement is illustrated, the 
old distinction between mvetwa (Christ’s higher nature, 
or Deity) and the flesh (capa) which He assumed, 
reappears. There is also, no doubt, a reference to 
Origen in the statement. that in so far as He is Christ 
[the Logos] is “ one and the same in substance” (ovcia), 
albeit He is conceived of under many érwvola? 

The rejection of the word opooveros by the Antiochene 
Synod will be noticed below. It is only necessary at 
this point to remark that the result of the synod implies 


1 The Incarnation is called cdpxwors. 

24,e. ‘‘economic functions, relations to the world,” Bigg, Christian 
Platonists, p. 168. ovcta seems to be equivalent to “‘ persona subsistens,” 
Routh, ad Joc, 
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the victory of Alexandrine thought over tendencies which 
were first conspicuously displayed by Paul of Samosata, 
but which reappeared in the school of Lucian, and 
ultimately in Nestorianism. The Alexandrine teachers 
treated the pre-existence of Christ as the central point 
of their theology. They busied themselves in specula- 
tions respecting the generation and premundane condition 
of the Logos; they “made it their chief concern... 
to bring out distinctly the difference of kind between the 
fact. of God’s becoming man, and a mere influence of God 
upon a man; and to fix the attention upon the incom- 
prehensible and inexplicable side of the mystery.”+ The 
Antiochene theology was critical and historical, “ inclined 
to seek after clear and well-defined conceptions for the 
understanding” ; and it accordingly preferred to form its 
idea of Christ from the simple gospel narratives, insisting 
on the distinctness and individuality of the figure 
portrayed in them, and having only a languid interest in 
the strictly theological problems raised by the Johannine 
doctrine of the Logos. The position of Arius represents, 
from this point of view, a stage or halting-place in a 
progressive movement of thought. Arianism is a mere 
compromise between the purely adoptianist view of 
Christ and the Logos-doctrine in its current subordina- 
tianist form.2 What. the Church rejected in the Anti- 
ochene definition was the Ebionitic conception of Christ 
as an inspired or Divinely-indwelt. man. The appearance 
of the pre-existent Son of God in bodily form was 
authoritatively declared to be de fide within the Catholic 
Church, as the rightful interpretation of the complex fact 
described in Holy Scripture? 


1 Neander, Church History, vol. iv. p. 107 (B.T.). 

2 Harnack, Dogmengesch.. i. 646. 

* The letter contains upwards of forty passages from Scripture, more 
than half of which are taken from the New Testament. 


CLOSE OF THIRD CENTURY CHRISTOLOGY 285 


2. Confusions in. Ante-Nicene Terminology 


The language of theological writers in the first three cen- 
turies is admittedly inadequate. Itis well known that their 
shortcomings ‘in this respect gave occasion to Petavius 
to insist that almost all the ante-Nicene Fathers held the 
very opinions attributed to Arius, and condemned in 325. 
“Tt is most clear,” he says, “that Arius was a genuine 
Platonist, and that he followed the opinion of:those ancient 
writers who, while as yet the point had not been developed 
and settled, had fallen into the same error.”* ‘He points 
particularly to the fact that many ante-Nicene writers 
hold that the Son was not coeternal with the Father, nor 
coequal ; but that He was produced by an act of the 
Divine will as an instrument for the work of creation. 

A candid examination, however, of these writers will 
scarcely justify this strange conclusion. Rather it will 
be found that their language is unstudied, and of a free, 
devotional type, such as would be natural enough to men 
engaged in a conflict concerning the fundamental truths 
of faith, with Ebionitic and,Gnostic tendencies alternately. 
Certainly, “they were in difficult and untried cireum- 
stances; they ‘were making experiments in unknown 
regions of thought.” What wonder, then, if their 
language is inconsistent, “ tentative, and provisional.”? 

1. Thus we find:what may be called “ theopaschite ” 
language in the sub-apostolic writers, eg. aiua OGeod, 
rrabipata Ocod, 6 Oeds mérovOev; and even Tertullian 
speaks of “God crucified,” “the flesh of God,” etc. 


1 Petav. de Trin. i. 5. 7, quoted by Bull, Def. Nic. Crecd, i. 10. The 
treatise of Bull aims at showing that Petavius’ view is ‘‘manifestly 
repugnant to the truth, and most unjust and insulting to the holy 
Fathers, whether those of the Council of Nice, or those who preceded it.” 

2Liddon, Bampton Lectures, p. 429. 

3 See references in-Lightfoot, S. Clement, vol. ii. p. 15. 
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Such expressions imply a belief in the Deity of Christ, 
but would be dangerous in controversy with Gnosticism, 
as seeming to allow passibility in the Godhead; and they 
would become still more objectionable in view of Patri- 
passianism like that of Noetus or Praxeas. The price, 
in fact, paid for securing the full Divinity of the 
Word would be an obscuration of hypostatic distinctions 
within the Deity. 

2. Little needs to be said of the common tendency to 
insist overmuch on the subordination pf the Son. Some 
writers, like Justin, lay exaggerated stress on the 
ministerial functions of the Son in creation and revela- 
tion. Justin even calls Him “another God under the 
Creator of the universe.” Others, like Origen, regard 
the derivation of the Son’s substance as an element in 
His being which constitutes not mere inferiority, but 
generic difference. In the same way Tertullian con- 
trasts the Son, whose essence is derivatio totius et portio, 
with the Father, who is the “ entire substance ” of Deity. 
We have already remarked in regard to this point 
of the Son’s subordination, that it is urged in the 
interests of the Divine unity, the object of third century 
writers being to maintain, against Gnosticism and 
paganism, the continuity of the monotheistic revelation 
of the Old Testament. It is the One and self-same God 
who reveals Himself through the -ministry of the pre- 
existent Word in the Old Testament, and in the incarnate 
Word of the New. Uppermost in their minds is the 
ministrative office of the Son. 

3. Again, as to the mode and conditions of the Divine 
yévvnots, occasional statements are made which indicate 
the want of fixed connotation in the terms employed, 
and a defective conception of the Godhead. There seem 
to be, indeed, three, if not four, senses of the word yéevynats. 


? Origen even uses the phrase, Erepos kar’ obalay 3 cp. p. 245. 
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(a) It is used to denote the mystery of the Son’s 
eternal coexistence with the Father. In this sense the 
Son’s “generation” is not an event in time, but an 
intemporal and necessary relationship to the Father. 
“This alone,” says Bishop Bull, “is the true and properly 
so-called nativity of the Word.”* This sense of yévynows 
is rather implied than expressed in the favourite images 
by which the Son’s relationship to the Father is described, 
—the sun and its radiance, the fountain and stream, etc. 

(6) The term may mean that act of condescension 
whereby the Logos proceeds forth from the Father to 
create the universe; that change of state whereby the 
eternal Word from being évéidOeTos became mpopopixos ; 
passed from a state of repose to one of energetic mani- 
festation. 

(c) yévynows may also be used for the actual nativity 
in time by which the Word became flesh; or (d) the 
resurrection (cp. Ps. ii. 7, LXX.). 

The tendency of the ante-Nicene Fathers is to use 
yyevynors in the second of the above significations, imply- 
ing that the Word became hypostatised, became a “Son,” 
only when He entered on the work of creation. This is 
expressly stated by Justin, Hippolytus, and Tertullian. 
The two writers last mentioned speak in explicit terms: 
“Not a perfect Son without the flesh, though a perfect 
Word, being the only begotten ... whom God called 
Son, because He was destined to become such.”? “There 
was a time when the Son was not.”® Further, the 
yévvnows is ascribed to the Father’s will. The Son is 
Gerjcet yevynOels, says Justin ;* He was generated by 


1 Defence, vol. ii. p. 505 ff. 2 Hippol. c. Moet. xv. 

3 Tert. adv. Hermog. iii. See Newman’s Arians, Appendix, note 2. 
The same tendency might be illustrated from the writings of Zeno and 
Lactantius. See Dorner, div. i. vol. ii. pp. 189, 195, 

4 Dial. exxviii. 
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the Father, quando voluit, says Novatian.! No doubt the 
intention of the phrase was to exclude the materialistic 
or fatalistic idea of some Gnostics, that emanations from 
Deity were due to necessary laws of being to which even 
Godhead was subject. The word @cAnoe was meant to 
express a moral necessity, the correspondence of the 
Divine Being to the idea or law of His own nature.” 
Further, there was a tendency to borrow physical, and 
even materialistic, phraseology from the Gnostics ; 
instances of which would be Justin’s rpoBAndev yévynua, 
and Tertullian’s prolatio (7poBodr). Both these writers 
employed such language to denote the separate existence 
of the Son in opposition to the Gnostic personification of 
mere attributes, or to Modalistic evasions. It is true 
that Tertullian qualifies by an explanation his use of the 
term prolatio, and Origen definitely repudiates it? as 
derogatory to the Divine nature ; and, indeed, when applied 
to the subject of Divine personality, such language is 
entirely inadequate and even misleading. Nevertheless, 
it is actually employed by Western writers, and it was 
only the protests of the Alexandrine school that led to 
the exclusion of the phraseology in question. To Origen, 
especially, the Church owes a doctrine of the Divine 
generation which eradicated the prevalent idea that it 
was a temporal or physical event, and therewith all 
notions of a Sonship gradually perfected or conferred in 
time. In Augustine’s time the older opinion had, in 
fact, become classed as a heresy.4 

4. The rejection of the word 6poovcvos by the Council 


1de Trin. xxxi. 

* aurbairn, Christ in Mod. Theol. p. 413, says: ‘ Physical necessity is 
objective, the compulsion of a power without and above ; but moral need 
is subjective, a spontaneous and rational movement, obedience to the idea 
or law of one’s own nature.” 


3 Cp. Newman, Arians, pp. 190, 191. * Arians, p.\422, 
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of Antioch was constantly urged at a later time as an 
insuperable objection to the adoption of the term in the 
Nicene symbol. The very word, or at least equivalent 
expressions, had been occasionally employed by ante- 
Nicene writers. It seems to have been’ introduced into 
theology by Gnostic writers,’ and is said by Pamphilus to 
have been used by Origen? while an equivalent expression 
is found in Tertullian and Novatian. Dionysius, as we 
have seen, reintroduced the word, and Theognostus had 
used the phrase €« tTijs odc/as. In ordinary usage opo- 
ovotos would imply “generic unity.” Two substances 
of the same kind or nature are opoovoi. Thus, 
two men or two stars might be said to be “ consub- 
stantial” with each other. But, in regard to the 
incommunicable and unique essence of God, no abstrac- 
tion is possible. God is above all possibility of 
comparison with His works. His nature is unique 
and solitary, “peculiar to Himself and one; so that 
whatever was accounted to be consubstantial or co- 
essential with Him, was necessarily included in His 
individuality.” * 

The rejection of the term at Antioch is said by 
Athanasius to have been due to the sophistic use of it 
by Paul of Samosata. He understood the word in a 
realistic sense, maintaining that if the Son were really 
“consubstantial ” with the Father, there must be some 
prior “substance” (otcia) in which they both alike 
partake. Thus there would be three substances, one 
which was prior (mponyoupévnv) and two other which 

lTren. i. 5, §§ 1, 6:. eiusdem substantie. The word occurs in 
Ptolem. ad Flor. [ap. Epiph. Her. i. 33]: rod dya0ot diow exovros r& 
buon EavTge Kal duo-ovora yevvay re kal mpopéperv. It was also used by the 
Manicheans, Ath. de Synod, § 16. 

*In his Comm. in Hebr. quoted by Pamphilus, Apol. See Harnack, 


Dogm. i. 580 note ; Bigg, Christian Platonists, p. 179 note. 
- § Newman, Arians, p. 187. 
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were derived from it This would imply that the 
Father was not the original fountain-head of all being ; 
that even His Godhead was, like that of the Son, not — 
ultimate but derivative. The term was accordingly set 
aside at Antioch, probably on the ground of its Sabellian 
connotation. According to Paul, the impersonal Logos, a 
mere attribute or quality, was “ consubstantial ” with the 
personal God, as if God and the Logos were no more 
than one subject. Under altered circumstances the 
catholic meaning of the word could be vindicated; indeed, 
as used by the Nicene Fathers, the ojoovcovoy was cal- 
culated to secure the doctrine of the Son’s Divinity by 
excluding the idea that He was created, or subject to 
mutability. It was intended at Nicza to assert that the 
Divine ovcia, unique and incommunicable, subsists by 
derivation in the Son. In the symbol of Nicza the term 
6poovatov is in fact defined by the phrase Oeds adrnOuvds ex 
Geod admOivov; it expresses the identity of the Divine sub- 
stance, and excludes division of it. The Deity of Christ 
is one with that of the Father, from whom, nevertheless, as 
its source, it is derived.” As Augustine afterwards writes : 
Pater igitur et filius simul una essentia, et una magnitudo, 
et una veritas, et una sapientia (de Trin. vi. 3). Substantia 
Patris ipse Pater est non quo Pater est, sed quo est... 
Persona Patris non aliud quam ipse Pater est (ib. 11). 


3. Anticipations of the Nicene Doctrine 
The doctrine of the Son’s “ consubstantiality,” though 


1 Ath. de Synod, xlv. Cp. Bas. ep. lii. The theory of Paul implied 
an dvola mpeoBurépa, t.e. something Tod dyevvjrov mpecBurepov. Harnack 
remarks that this Aristotelian conception of ovcia corresponds with Paul’s 
general mode of thought (Dogmengeschichte, i. 648). 

? On the history and meaning of the Homo-usion, see Newman, Arians, 
pp. 184-190; Ath. Treatises, ii. 438 ff.; Liddon, Bampton Lectures, 
pp. 4388-440; Bull, Def. Nic. Creed, pt. ii. c. i; Routh, Rel. Saer. vol. iii. 
pp. 360-865. 
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not expressly stated by the ante-Nicene writers, may 
be fairly considered to be implied in various expressions 
and illustrations which frequently meet us in their 
works." 

1. Thus they speak of the Son as “ put forth” or 
“ projected,” not merely by the Father, but from Him. 
They employ very commonly the phrase €« @eod. Irenzus 
says, TO éx« Ocod yevynOév Beds éors.? Hippolytus, wdvra 
tolvuy Sv avrod, autos Sé pdvos éx matpos, K.7.r. And 
this seems to be the most usual mode of expression. 

2. Again, they call the Son “true,” “ genuine,” 
“unique,” or “ proper” Son of God: begotten, as Justin 
says, idtos, mapa tiv Kowny yéveow.  Hippolytus, in a 
remarkable passage, points out that the Father begat the 
Son, and Him alone, é& dvtwv. 1d yap dv adtos 6 TaTnp 
fv, €& ov TO yevvnOev.* All created things are made é& 
ovx dvtwyv. The generation of the Son is unique. He is 
“only begotten” (uovoyévns). His generation so far 
transcends any known mode of corporeal birth that 
speculation is unsafe, and inquiry to be discouraged. 

3. It is also to be remembered that the higher nature 
. of Christ is frequently described as spirit, and His pre- 
existence definitely asserted. This implies that con- 
clusions attained by reasoning from material laws and 
facts were felt to be inadequate. 

4. Further, the Fathers constantly revert to the 
traditional imagery drawn from the sun and its radiance, 
ete. It is to be observed that Origen directly bases 
the doctrine of the eternal generation on this image. 
“ When,” he asks, “ was that God whom John calls the 
light destitute of the radiance of His own glory, so that 
a man may venture to ascribe to the Son a beginning of 


1 See Bull, Def. vol. i. p. 85. 2 Tren. i. 8.5; Hipp. c. Moet. xi. 
3 Apol. i. 22. 4 Philos. x. 38 init. 
5 Op. Newman, Arians, pp. 160, 161. 
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existence ?”1 Other similitudes, eg., the stream proceed- 
ing from the fountain, the tree from the root, served to 
illustrate the “consubstantiality,’ or at least the in- 
separable coherence of the Divine persons. The scrip- 
tural image of light, das é« gwrtds, was indeed inserted 
in the creed in illustration of the ojoovccop. 

5. They ascribe to the Son Divine attributes, and 
exempt Him from the number of created beings. Per- 
haps the descriptions by Ireneus of the Son’s work 
would sufficiently illustrate this point. The very com- 
pleteness and finality of redemption for Irenzus rests 
upon the fact that in Christ God Himself has entered 
into the sphere, and submitted to the limitations, of 
human life. The Logos, who by the Incarnation unites 
human nature to Himself, shares all the Divine attri- 
butes in their perfection. In assimilating man to 
Himself, He enables him to realise his original destiny, 
namely, likeness to the invisible Creator.” Christ is 
worshipped as God; He forgives as God; He is enabled 
to be our Mediator because He is in nature one with 
God, as, through His flesh, He is one with us. Irenzus, 
however, is only one of the “chain of representative 
writers” who habitually ascribe Divine attributes and 
titles to Jesus Christ. 

A general survey of the ante-Nicene literature will 
show how the way was gradually prepared for the work 
of the conciliar period. First we notice the uniform 
appeal made by Church writers to Scripture and the rule 
of faith. In this respect the epistles of Clement or 
Ignatius stand on a level with the synodal letter of 
Antioch. Just as the apostolic Epistles of S. Paul or S. 
John presuppose a knowledge of the Christian facts, so 


1 de Prine: iv. 28 ; cp. Tert. adv. Pra. viii. 


2 Cp. Tren, v. 16, 2; and see reff. in Liddon, Bampt. Lect. pp. 421, 422. 
> See Liddon, op. cit. pp. 419 ff. 
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the collection of Scriptures presupposes the foundation 
of churches, and the foundation of churches the delivery 
once for all of a faith on which they were built. The 
whole Church thus read and understood the Scriptures 
in the sense of the apostolic teaching; the tradition is 
to be tested by Scripture, and is, in fact, identical with 
the true sense of Scripture We can hardly over- 
estimate the reverence with which Scripture was regarded 
by the early writers. Ireneus compares it to the 
treasure hid in a field; Clement of Alexandria speaks of 
Ta icpoTotobytTa Kal Ocorrovodyta ypdppara; to Cyprian 
the Bible is divine traditionis caput et origo.? And in 
accordance with this point of view, the third-century 
Fathers are as far as possible from abandoning the guid- 
ance of Scripture: on the contrary, their one aim seems 
to be to revert to the standard of faith which they find 
implied in the express teaching of the New Testament. 
But next the Fathers exhibit, even in their least 
satisfactory discussions, a constant desire to give arti- 
culate expression to the general Christian consciousness 
of Christ as a living and ever-present source of Divine 
.grace and power. It is apt to be forgotten that parallel 
to the effort of Christian reason to formulate its belief is 
the continual growth of Christian experience, striving to 
find for itself intellectual expression. Thus Christian 
thinkers were constantly and necessarily impelled to 
make fresh efforts to adjust the different elements of 
their experience; to secure for the doctrine of God a 
form ever more satisfying and more complete. In 
studying, therefore, the development of doctrine within 
the Church, we must not ascribe too much to external 


1Tert. Prescr, xxxviii. says to heretics: ‘‘Quod sumus, hoc sunt 
Scripture iam inde ab initio suo: ex illis sumus antequam aliter fuit ; 
antequam a vobis interpolarentur.” Cp. Iren. iii, 1. 1. 
- 2Quoted by Hagenbach, Hist. of Doctrines, vol. i. pp. 121f., 130. 
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causes; “we must not,’ says Dorner, “overlook the 
inner soul of the entire historical process. This soul 
was the conviction which possessed the Christian world ~ 
that in Christ it had attained to unity, not with a middle 
being and secondary God, but with God Himseli,—a 
unity, the archetype of which is set before us in the 
Incarnation of Christ. This conviction—call it mystical 
if we will—contained the kernel of Christianity, and 
never permitted the Church to regard the subordination 
of the Son as an end in itself, and as an independent 
dogma (as did Arianism).” On the contrary, the sub- 
ordination of the Son was an ausxiliary doctrine merely, 
intended to guard the Divine unity, and to show “that 
the truth contained in the general and pre-Christian 
conception of God was not violated by the new con- 
ception of God set forth in Christianity.” 


A, Concluding Survey of Third Century Christology 


Catholic theology had successfully maintained against 
heresy at least three fundamental points: 

1. The doctrine of the Divine unity, and the dis- 
tinctness of God from the world. 

2. The reality of the Divine Incarnation, whether 
regarded as a supreme revelation of God, or as a con- 
dition necessary for the permanent union of God with 
man. 

3. The authority of the tradition, or rule of faith, 
embodying the historic facts of Christ’s life.? 

The main problem, however, presented to third century 
thought was that of co-ordinating the Christian facts ; of 
reconciling the unity of God with the Deity of the In- 


1 Person of Christ, div. i. vol. ii. p. 110. 

2The rule of faith being mainly historic, not dogmatic, was of little 
avail in the Christological controversies of the third century. The appeal 
(e.g. of Tert, Iven, Hippol.) is generally to Scripture, 
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_carnate Christ. It is sufficiently clear that this problem 
could only be solved by restating or remodelling in some 
way the doctrine of the Divine Nature. As yet, however, 
the most thoughtful and adventurous school of theology, 
that of Alexandria, was dominated by an abstract and 
metaphysical conception of God which had been inherited 
from pagan Hellenism, while the Western Church was 
to some extent hindered by a lack of speculative interest 
in the questions of the time. Nevertheléss, it may be 
said that some real progress had been made in the 
direction of accurate Christology. Thus Tertullian had 
brought into prominence the idea of Sonship, and it may 
perhaps be said that this fruitful conception is the most 
decisive contribution of the third century to Christian 
thought! As compared with the term “Logos,” the title 
“Son ” was better calculated to secure the conception of 
distinct personality, and it at once suggested the idea of 
eternal ethical relationships within the Divine Being, 
prior to any economic self-manifestation in the universe. 
Origen had explained the generation of the Son as being 
no finite act temporal or pretemporal, but an eternal or 

_ intemporal process or relation.” The correspondence of 

the two Dionysii had brought into prominence the unity 

of the Divine essence subsisting in the Persons of the 

Father, Son, and Spirit. Already a number of theological 

terms were current, which only required to have their 

significance and associations precisely determined. Finally, 
the Council of Antioch had maintained, on grounds of 

Scripture and tradition, the eternal pre-existence of the 

Divine Son, who “ever was” with the Father. Nor 

must we forget that the plain unreflecting faith of ordin- 


1 Dorner, div. i. vol. ii. p. 274. This seems to be more true than the 
statement that it was merely the Zogos-doctrine which established itself 
as the result of third century struggles. 

2 Gwatkin, Studies of Arianism, p. 14. 
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ary Christians who believed in Christ simply as a Divine. 
Saviour, was an influential factor in the gradual process 
of dogmatic definition. 

But there was danger in opposite directions. On the 
one side the Westerns had so peremptorily emphasised 
the doctrine of the Divine unity as to obscure the dis- 
tinctions of personality within the Godhead. The Logos- 
Christology can in fact hardly be said to have found a 
congenial soil in the West. For the most part it was 
reluctantly recognised by theologians; who preferred to 
speculation an unquestioning acceptance of the received 
ereed, “Christ is very God, and God is one,” without 
formal attempts at explanation or adjustment of com- 
plementary beliefs. The Easterns on their side had so 
insisted on the subordination of the Son as to allow 
themselves in ditheistic and even Arian language. They 
dreaded polytheism, but cannot be said to have had any 
logical defence against Arianism, which at a later period 
found it profitable to appeal to their authority. Nor can 
they be said to have done justice to soteriology. They 
were dominated in their statement of the Logos-doctrine 
by a scientific and cosmological interest.- Lastly, the 
historic Christ, His human development and example, 
tended to fall into the background; and thus the way 
was prepared for the reactionary movement which took 
shape in Arianism. 
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§ V. ARIANISM 


At the close of the third century theology had 
succeeded in becoming completely philosophic. But 
philosophy was not merely dominant; it threatened to 
become a tyranny. ‘The faith was in danger of becoming 
unintelligible to ordinary Christians. The figure of the 
historical Christ was practically buried beneath the pro- 
fusion of metaphysical predicates which were finding 
their way into theological terminology; the doctrine of 
salvation was treated as secondary in importance to 
cosmological theory. From this point of view the in- 
terest of the fourth century lies—(1) in the reaction from 
the philosophic Logos-doctrine, (2) the restatement of the 
doctrine of God in a form ethical rather than meta- 
physical — biblical rather than Neo- Platonic. The 
thought of a real Divine redemption again asserts itself, 
thanks mainly to the genius and devotion of one man, 
Athanasius. The real interests at stake in the Arian 
controversy were those of the Christian religion, not of 
any particular system of philosophy. The question of 
. the age was whether the redemption of humanity had 
actually been effected by One who was God, and if so, 
what was His relation to the God of Christian mono- 
theism. The conception of the Son or Logos asa distinct 
hypostasis, which had been developed in the struggles 
of the third century, must now be adjusted with the 
ancient and continuous affirmation of His true Deity. 

The Arian struggle actually broke out at Alexandria 
about 318. Arius was a presbyter in charge of a church 
in the city; a man of ascetic habits and high reputation, 
grave, learned, and skilful as a logician. The dispute 
began in consequence of a protest of Arius against a 
discourse on the Trinity pronounced by his bishop 
- Alexander. Probably the bishop was insisting on one 
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particular aspect of the Origenistic Christology, the 
eternal coexistence of the Son with the Father; and his 
statement was objected to by Arius as Sabellian in © 
tendency. Arius, on the other hand, insisted (from the 
Platonistic standpoint) that God alone is eternal, and 
that all other existence, including the being of the Son, 
must have been created by an act of the Divine will. 

I. The doctrine of Arius may be traced to the school 
of Lucian at Antioch. Lucian (d. 311 or 312) had 
taught somewhat on the lines of Paul the Samosatene.’ 
God was one; the Divine Logos was a created being 
sent forth into the world, who assumed a human nature 
in order to reveal the Father, and to provide an example 
to mankind. As a creature, the Son only reached the 
state of unalterable perfection by gradual advance and 
perseverance in virtue. Lucian seems, in fact, to have 
combined the ancient adoptianist view of Christ with 
the current Logos-doctrine of the East, and he employed 
in expounding his views the critical and literalistic 
exegesis of Scripture that was already traditional in the 
church of Antioch. Arius had been the pupil of Lucian, 
and inherited his teacher’s conception of God, a con- 
ception derived from Platonism and essentially pagan. 
God according to this view was a supreme, ineffable, 
transcendent, isolated being, who needed some inter- 
mediary between Himself and the created universe. The 
minister of creation must be premundane but himself a 
creature. For God can have no Son in any strict sense. 
To attribute to Him the act of generation is to ascribe to 
Deity a capacity for corporeal affections and movements, 
and thus subject God to laws of mechanical necessity. 
In a Divine Being yévynows can mean only an act of will 
whereby He creates a “Son” out of nothing; “ genera- 
tion” is merely a synonym for “creation.” This doctrine 

1 Harnack, Dogmengeschichte, vol. ii. pp. 182 ff. 
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of God, framed in the supposed interests of the Divine 
unity, is, as Dorner points out, essentially pre-Christian. 
It is a reversion to pagan thought, and the conception of 
a created being neither God nor man, a demi-God be- 
tween the Creator and universe, involves the very 
principle of polytheism. “These ideas,” says Athanasius, 
“belong to the heathen.” ? 

The Arian doctrine of the Son centres in two pro- 
positions—(a) the Son is not coeternal: 7v dTe od Hv; (6) 
the Son is a created being: é& ov« dvtTwy éyévero. 

The Son of God is called into existence by an act of 
the Divine free will, as an instrument for the creation of 
the world. He is “Son,” therefore, only in a relative, not 
in the strict sense (only to be called Son, cataypnotiKas). 
In Scripture He is called “ Image,” “ Word,” “ Wisdom,” 
but not in the proper sense: the Divine Wisdom is an 
inherent attribute of Deity, not an hypostasis. The Son 
is, in fact,a creature, though unique («tiopa TédeLov, GAN’ 
ovy as év Tay KTicuatwv). In this sense He is termed 
“only begotten” by the Apostle S. John. 

The Son, then, is a creature: 4 Ore ove Hv.2 Accord- 
ingly, He is not coeternal with the Father (cvvaidios 
T® Tatpi). He is no more than a “great power” of 
God, like the locusts described by the prophet Joel. 
Further, He is dependent on grace, having a creaturely 
nature capable of sin, even though actually sinless. He 
is subject to creaturely vicissitudes (tpemt0s pice ws 
7a «ticwata). In essence He is foreign to God (£évos, 
GAdOrpt0s); He does not perfectly know, and therefore 


1 Orat. c. Arian. i. 18 : “EAAjvwr téa Tara ; cp. iii. 15, 16. 

2 Obs. Arius omitted the word xpévos. He would not commit himself 
to the idea that there was time ante mundwm. He spoke of the Son as 
axpbvws yervnbels, though he denied that He was dvapxos. He argued, 
however, as if he meant by 4 ére, fv xpévos bre ; cp. Ath. Orat. c. Ar. i, 11. 

3 Joel ii, 25, LXX.; ep. Ath. Orat. c. Ar. i. 5. 
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cannot reveal the Father. His union with Deity is of 
a merely relative, moral kind,—the harmony of an 
obedient will! Again, the human nature which was 
assumed by the creaturely Logos was imperfect. 
The incarnate Christ was without a human, rational 
soul (vods). The Logos was in Christ united to a 
human body with merely animal soul (Wuyi ddoyos). 
At this point, an element of docetism enters into the 
system of Arius;? the Incarnation is replaced by a 
mere cdpkwows. It is fair to point out that the views of 
Arius seem to have developed under the pressure of oppo- 
sition. He at first insisted on the uniqueness of the 
Son, as Ktiowa TéXetov, vids movoyévyns, and even mAnpNs 
eds povaryerris, Oeds toxupos, x.7.r. But Arius refused to 
acknowledge that the Son was aAn@cvds Geds, a doctrine 
which seemed to him irreconcilable with the preroga- 
tives of the Father. The Father alone can be dyevyntos; 
in this attribute of ayevynoia consists the essence of 
Deity. The Son as being originate (yevvnros) must belong 
to the order of creatures, and accordingly must be entirely 
“alien from the Father’s essence.”* The Platonistic idea 
of the gulf between the Creator and the creature led 
logically to the formula of later Arianism (avopoor). 
The above brief sketch will have illustrated the 
relation of Arianism, on the one hand, to the humani- 
tarian doctrine of Paul of Samosata; on the other, to the 
current Logos-doctrine. The only point of difference 
between the position of Arius (or Lucian) and that of 
Paul was that Arius replaced the man adopted and 
1 Ath. Orat. c. Ar. iii. 10. Christ being rperrés, His goodness was not 
an essential goodness ; consequently His Sonship was the reward of a 
foreseen perseverance. In fact, Christ weroyy eOeoromby. Ath. lc. i. 5. 
2-Cp. [Ath.] c. Apold. ii. 8. This idea of Christ’s humanity forms the 


starting-point of Apollinarianism. Cp. Petav. de Incarn. i. 5, §§ 5-8. 


3 @\Nérpios Kal dvduos Kara mdvra THs TOO marpds ovclas Kal idudryrTos. 
Ath. Orat. c. Ar. i. 6. 
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elevated to Divine honour by a created but pre-existent 
spirit (the Logos).1 This retention of the pre-existent 
hypostasis of the Son was a needless encumbrance, and 
necessitated the theory of a mutilated humanity, since 
the existence of a reasonable soul in Christ would seem 
to constitute a second personality. 

IL. The methods of Arius and his school. 

The nature of Arian reasoning should be carefully 
studied. The early Arians had been for’ the most part 
trained in the school of Lucian at Antioch, where. they 
had learned to apply to theology the processes of physical 
and mathematical reasoning. The abstract Platonist 
conception of God had been elaborated by the aid of 
critical exegesis and Aristotelian dialectic. Aristotelian 
rationalism so dominated the school that the idea of a 
real redemption was altogether lost sight of. “Nothing 
was too majestic for a syllogistic formula.” * - Theology 
tended to become “a technology, ze. a doctrine of the 
ingenerate and generate elaborated in syllogisms, and 
based upon Scripture.” Thus Arius argued logically 
from the meaning of the word “ Son.” A father, he said, 
_ must be prior to his son. How could there be a Son 
of God at once yewvnrés and ayevvntés?* This logic 
soon betrayed its author into gross and manifest 
inconsistencies: for example, though the Arian theory 
required that the nature of God should be regarded as 
mysterious and inserutable even to the Son Himself, it 
was assumed that the Godhead could be exhaustively 
explained by reasoning logically from human relation- 


1Cp. Harnack, Dogmengesch. ii. p. 184. 

2 Harnack, Dogmengesch. ii. pp. 185, 186 ; cp. Fairbairn, Christ in Mod. 
Theol. p. 62 fi. 

3 W. Bright, Church Hist. 813-451, p. 11. 

4 Qp. a passage in the Macrostich, where the same point is formally 
- urged, Ath. de syn. 26. 
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ships. Further, while starting from the metaphor of 
Sonship, Arius arrived at the point of denying any Divine 
Sonship in a strict sense. The later Arians acknowledged 
the mistake by consistently denying that the Divine 
Being was incomprehensible by human understanding.t 

Thus the system of Arius was an attempt to discuss 
and formulate the mysteries of theology on a purely 
intellectual basis and with the aid of merely physical 
analogies and processes of reasoning. With Arius the 
abstract 76 dyevvnrév was equivalent to Oeorys ;7 of love, 
of ethical attributes and relationships he had no notion 
whatever. On the other hand, no point is more con- 
stantly urged by Athanasius in his Orations than the 
futility and impiety of reasoning from earthly relations 
to the mysteries of the Divine nature. “If,” he says, 
“ they were disputing concerning any man, then let them 
reason in this human way, both concerning his word and 
his’ son; but if [they argue] concerning God, who 
created man, no longer let them entertain human 
thoughts, but others which transcend human nature... . 
Nor, again, is it right to inquire how the Word is from 
God, or how He is God’s radiance, or how God begets, 
and what is the manner of His begetting. A man must 
be beside himself to venture on such points, since he 
demands to have explained in words a thing ineffable 
and proper to God’s nature, and known only to Him and 
to the Son.” Again, “ greatly do they err in entertain- 


1Cp. Newman, Ath. Treatises, vol. ii. p. 43 (art. ‘* Arians”); cp. Greg. 
Naz. Orat. Theol. xxvii. 2, sub jin. 

2 Ath. de. Decr. Nic. 30, 31 (Ath. Treatises, i. p. 58); cp. Dorner, Person 
of Christ, div. i. vol. ii. p. 248 ; Fairbairn, op. cit. p. 405. ‘‘ The invariable 
tendency in metaphysics is to the de-ethicisation of a Deity who can be 
described in terms neuter and abstract rather than personal and moral.” 

3 Orat, ii. 35, 36 5 cp. i. 15: oPdddovrar peyddws mepl Tod dowpudrov Ta 
cwpatwv évOupodpmevot. So ii, 84, ili, 1, 68, 67; cp. Gwatkin, Studies of 
Arianism, p. 28. 
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ing material notions about that which is immaterial.” 
As Athanasius clearly saw, the Arian objection that the 
idea of generation implied division or mutability in the 
Godhead could only be met by an entire exclusion of the 
very notion of materiality in relation to the Divine 
essence. 

Arianism also appealed to Scripture! Speaking 
generally, they made much of those New Testament 
passages which seem to imply human limitations in the 
incarnate Christ, and these they applied to the pre- 
existent Logos. “The scope of their malicious dealing 
with the dogma is the endeavour to show that the more 
lowly utterances which the Lord makes as man (é« Tod 
avOpwrwod) .proceeded from His Godhead.”? Thus 
they pointed to such passages in the Gospels as SS. Mk. 
xii. 32; Lk. i. 52; Mt. xix. 17, xx. 23; and especially S. 
Jo. v. 19, xiv: 28, ete. In the Acts and the Epistles : 
Acts ii. 36, kipiov nat yxprotov éroinoe; Phil. ii. 7 ff. ; 
Heb. i. 4, xpeirtwy ryevopevos, iti, 1, mectov dvta TO 
momoayts avtov; Col. i. 15 (for the Arian interpretation 
of which see Ath. Orat.c. Ar. ii. 63). ‘They also set 
great store by certain Old Testament statements, eg. 
Deut. vi. 4; Ps. xlv. 6,7, éypucé ce 0 Oeos; and especially 
Proy. viii. 22, which was an accepted Christological 
passage, Zhe Lord possessed (LXX. Extuce) me in the be- 
ginning of His way, etc.2 The earlier leaders of Arianism 


1 See a list of passages in Ath. Orat..c. Ar. ii. 1; cp. iii. 26. 

2 Greg. Nyss. c. Hunom. ap. Petay. de Incarn. i. 5.7; cp. Hil. de Trin. 
ix. init: ‘“Que ab eo secundum hominem dicta sunt dicta esse secundum 
nature divine infirmitatem [mentiuntur heretici].” 

® As to this passage obs.—(1) the clear sense of the Heb. ppp is 
“possessed” ; Aq. éxrjcaro ; Jerom. Vulg. al. possedit. The word occurs 
Gen. iv. 1, *N9p, LXX. éxryodunv. On the other hand, in Gen. xiv. 19, 
22, LXX. has éxrice. Cp, Newman, Ath. Treatises, ii. p. 270; Liddon, 
Bampton Lectures, p. 62 note. (2) Accepting the reading éxrice catholic 
interpreters were divided, Some distinguish xrifew (beget) from movety 
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were not systematic exponents of the doctrine, their 
literary activity being mainly confined to epistles in. 
which they mutually encouraged one another. The first 
who wrote a formal defence of the Arian position was 
the sophist Asterius, to whom Athanasius occasionally 
refers in the Orations In his work (ovvtaypatiov’ he 
seems to have based an argument on 1 Cor. i. 24 and S. 
Jo. xiy. 10, but his main contention was the logical 
impossibility of admitting more than one uncreated 
being. The usual method of Arianism was to quote 
texts piecemeal (wovoxwdAa), insisting pertinaciously on 
the importance of a few isolated passages, and entirely 
ignoring the general drift of Scripture. As Athanasius 
complains, “ when forced from the conceptions, or rather 
misconceptions, of their own hearts they fall back upon 
passages of Divine Scripture, and even of these, from 
want of perception, as usual, they discern not the true 
meaning ; and laying down their own impiety as a sort 
of canon of interpretation, they wrest the whole of the 
Divine oracles into accordance with it.” ? 

At a later time? it became customary with the Arians 
to appeal to the authority of old writers, especially to 
Origen, Gregory Thaumaturgus, and Dionysius of Alex- 
andria. Origen had spoken of the Son as Oeés or 
Sevtepos eds, not avtdobeos, or even avtodyabos. 
Dionysius and Gregory had spoken of the Son as a 
“creature.” But apart from the questionable statements 
of particular writers, there had been much in the 
subordinatianist teaching of the third century which 


(create out of nothing). The eternal -yévyyors might be possibly described 
as xrlows. Or éxrive was explained as éréoryoe rots épyous (Dion. Rom. See 
Routh, Rel. Sacr. iii. 8376). But Ath. and others explain éxrice simply of 
Christ’s human nature (Orat. ii. 45 ff.) ; ep. Greg. Naz. Orat. xxx. 2, ete. 

1 Ath. Orat. ii, 37, iii, 2. See Newman, Ath. Treatises, ii. (3.0. 
*« Asterius”); Harnack, i. 198. 


2 Orat, i, 52, 3 Op. Ath, de Sent, Dion. 1, 
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naturally appeared to favour the Arian view. The 
desire of formal and logical consistency impelled the 
Antiochene school to simplify the catholic doctrine by 
dropping one element in Origen’s teaching (the eternal 
generation of the Son), and pressing the other (sub- 
ordinatianism) to its logical consequences. In this lay the 
strength of Arianism: that it contended for the very 
truths which had been the subject of the closing contro- 
versies of the third century—the unity of God and the 
distinctness of the Son’s personality. 

There are some general causes which account for 
the temporary success of Arianism. Its leading de- 
fenders understood the art of popularising their doc- 
trine. In itself it had the merit of simplicity, and 
early in the controversy Arius composed the @arcia 
(“spiritual banquet”), a collection of, songs for popular 
use. This publication led to a general and terrible 
irreverence. The lowest classes became familiarised 
with the most sacred language and doctrines, hitherto 
only imparted under the discipline of reserve by the 
Church. Christian divisions became a laughing-stock of 
‘the theatres.2 Profane questions were asked of women 
and boys in the streets. “Quarrels took place in every 
city and village concerning the Divine dogma, the people 
looking on and taking sides.”* In the court, in private 
houses, in public thoroughfares, in shops and market- 
places, there was a “ war of dialectics.” 

In the second (post-Nicene) stage of the quarrel much 
was due to court influence. After Nica, the Eusebian 
party became merely a secular faction, dependent. on the 
favour of the emperor.* “All authorities,’ says Mr. 


1Cp. Gwatkin, Studies of Arianism, pp. 15, 16. 
2 Gwatkin, p. 80; ep. Ath. Orat. i. 22. 
° Theodoret ap. Newman, Arians, p. 452. 
"4 Ath, Oras. ii. 43: rhv avOpwmivny mpooraciav UroriGéact, Cp. iii, 28, 
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Gwatkin, “are agreed that Arian successes began and 
ended with Arian command of the palace.”1 The policy 


of the party was to secure control, by sheer violence or 


by cunning intrigues, of all the leading episcopal sees: 
a plan which they successfully accomplished in the East, 
though they never obtained any real hold upon the 
West. Further, Arianism commended itself to heathen 
philosophers by its abstract and transcendental concep- 
tion of God; its antithesis of Being “create” and 
“increate” (yevntov, ayévntov); its practical denial of 
any possible contact between God and man. On the 
other hand, it was acceptable to the vulgar, as inculcat- 
ing the worship of a demi-god. For it must be remem- 
bered that heathen influences were still very strong in 
the empire; the civil service, the army, and the courts 
of law were filled with pagans; education was largely 
in the hands of pagans; indeed, general society itself 
was as yet scarcely touched by Christian ideas. Further, 
it would seem that the outbreak of the heresy at Alex- 
andria was due to the fact that circumstances were more 
favourable there than elsewhere to the spread of a 
heathenised form of Christianity.2 Finally, we may 
notice that Jewish influence was favourable to the doc- 
trine of Arius, which appealed to Jewish minds not 
only by its rigid monotheism and its denial of Christ’s 
true Godhead, but also by its lax moral tone* Athan- 
asius, indeed, frequently charges his Arian opponents 
with being in effect “Judaisers,” but the imputation 
taken strictly is not fair, because the element of creature- 
worship in Arianism was irreconcilable with the funda- 
mental principle of Judaism.t. There seems, however, to 


1 Studies of Arianism, p. 3. ? Gwatkin, pp. 18, 19. 

3 Cp. Newman’s Arians, p. 18 ff; Ath. Orat. c. Ar. ii. 17, ep. i. 8, 
iii, 27, 55, etc.; de Decret. Nic. i. ff.; Ath. Treatises, i. p. 389 note. 

4 Gwatkin, p. 27. 


, ARIANISM 309 


be truth in the suggestion that in its practical moral 
results Arianism displays some affinity to the corrupt 
Judaism which at Antioch and elsewhere was a source 
of debasement and temptation to unstable members of 
the Christian Church.! 

III. The dogmatic consequences of Arianism are 
pointed out in various passages of Athanasius. Prac- 
tically they may be described as twofold. 

1. The Arian doctrine, on the one hand, involves a 
false conception of God. It does not merely admit the 
element of creature-worship, and so violate the first 
principle of theism ;? it denies the very possibility of a 
Divine revelation. God, according to the philosophic 
view of Arius, is infinitely remote from man; He remains 
ineffable, mysterious, inaccessible, unknowable; neither 
self-communication nor generation can be ascribed to 
Him. He remains an abstract simple unity, the 
supreme cause in relation to the world, for ever separate 
from the creature, for ever beyond the reach of human 
faculties* For, as we have seen, Arianism denied that 
the Son could have any essential knowledge of the 
Father. “Even to the Son the Father is invisible. The 
Word cannot perfectly and exactly either see or know 
His own Father. Nay, the Son knows not even His own 
substance,” * etc. Thus, “alike by the Divine transcend- 
ence and by his own lowliness, man is condemned to 
remain eternally distant from God.” 5 

2. Again, the Arian doctrine undermines the very 
idea of redemption and atonement. No true union is 


' Newman, Arians, pp. 9-12, 18-24. 2 Ath. Orat. ii. 23, iii. 64. 

* Ath. Orat. ii. 22, seems to be arguing from an Arian statement when 
he says: od duvardv rots yevnrots ovre Prérew obre yuwioKew, GAN vaep- 
Baiver mdvras i re dYus Kal % epi robTov wots, K.T.A, 

4 Thalia, ap. Ath. Orat. i. 6. 
~ 5 Dorner, Person of Christ, div. i. vol. ii. p. 240, 
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possible between God and man. “ If,’ argues Athan- 
asius, “the Son were merely a creature, man would have 
remained as he was before subject to death, not being © 
united to God.” If the Logos be a creature, and there 
is need of a mediator between Creator and creature, the 
latter being unable to endure the untempered touch of 
God (rijs Tod matpos axpatov xewpos), the Logos Himself 
will need a mediator, and that mediator a second, and 
so on eis drecpov In a word, on the Arian theory 
mediation is impossible. Man is capable at best of an 
ethical sonship, not of receiving a communication of the 
Divine life. He cannot be a partaker of the Divine 
nature;? he must be content with an independent 
endeavour to follow the example of Christ. Thus “the 
Arians had made their problem impossible by neglecting 
its spiritual conditions.” The Arian Christ is a witness 
“not to the love of God, but to a gulf beyond the power of 
almighty love to close. . . . Revelation (on this theory) 
is a mockery, atonement an idle phrase, and therefore 
Christ is dead in vain.” No mere creature can impart 
the principle of sanctification which alone can purify, or 
the life which alone can re-create the creature separated 
from its Creator by sin. 

IV. We now come to the repudiation of Arianism by 
the Church. Arius found a certain measure of support 
in Egypt, but especially in Palestine and Syria, where 
his tenets fell in with the prevalent dread of Sabel- 
lianism. His chief supporter, however, was Eusebius of 
Nicomedia, who, partly from hostility to the bishop of 
Alexandria, partly from conviction, warmly espoused the 
cause of Arius. A synod held in Bithynia pronounced 


1 Orat. ii. 69 and 24-26. 

22 Pet. i. 4. On the Arian theory man is only capable, as Christ was, 
of a pmeroxy xapiros. 

3 Gwatkin, Studies, ete. p. 28. 
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in his favour, and Eusebius of Cesarea exerted himself 
to bring about an understanding between Arius and his 
bishop. When Constantine, by his victory over Licinius, 
became master of the empire (323), he found it necessary 
to deal with the dispute, which had already embroiled all 
the eastern coast provinces. He could not overlook the 
political danger of a disturbance in Egypt; and accord- 
ingly he wrote to both Alexander and Arius, urging 
them in the interests of peace to give up so “ insig- 
nificant” and scandalous a dispute. The letter was 
conveyed to Alexandria by a Western prelate, Hosius of 
Cordova, who was perhaps deemed likely to be an 
impartial mediator in the dispute. His efforts were 
unavailing, and it is possible that he agreed with Alex- 
ander to induce Constantine to summon a general 
council2 The council accordingly met at Nicxa in 
June 325. _ 

In the catholic defence of the faith three leading 
principles may be noticed—principles which to some 
extent placed the Church teachers at a disadvantage 
in the conflict with their restless and unscrupulous 
opponents. 

1. Reserve in imparting doctrine (disciplina arcant): 
partly dictated by the fact that as yet there was no 
authoritative and generally accepted symbol of faith, 
partly by instinctive reverence for revealed truth. In 
the early Church instruction was oral, the reception of 
it was a privilege, and the effect of this reserve was the 
growth of a spirit of profound reverence for Christian 
mysteries. No attempt was made to popularise doctrine. 
The knowledge of the faith was a special privilege 


1 See Gwatkin, c. 2; Newman, Arians, c. 3; Harnack, Dogmengesch. 
ii. 186-190. 
* Harnack thinks Hosius played an influential part in this crisis 
. (Dogmengesch. ii. 190). 
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reserved for the baptized. The ¢traditio symbolt was an 
important element in the Western rite of baptism; and 
the historian Sozomen even excuses himself for omitting 
to insert the Nicene symbol in his history: “It is not 
improbable,” he says, “that this book may fall into the 
hands of some who are uninitiated.”! The mysteries 
and secret religious associations of heathenism probably 
exercised a considerable influence on the usage of the 
Church, but it was the work of Christianity to “rectify, 
combine, and complete the inventions of uninstructed 
nature.” Whatever may have been its origin, the dvs- 
ciplina arcani fulfilled a very necessary function in the 
practical system of the Church. 

2. A conviction that human language was unequal to 
the task of perfectly expressing Divine truth. The tend- 
ency of Church teachers was invariably to discourage 
speculation on the great mysteries of the faith. The 
Fathers use images, not arguments. They acknowledge 
the poverty and inadequacy of human thought and 
language? Especially in regard to the subject of the 
Divine generation the Fathers urge the need of caution ; 
they confess ignorance; they submit to the necessary 
limitations of human intellect ; they accept the revealed 
fact, without inquiry into its mode? In this reserve 
Athanasius is conspicuous. Thus, in his Orations (ii. 36) 
he protests earnestly against asking the question “How” 
in regard to Divine relations, or inquiring into “the 
mode of the Divine generation.” In another typical 


'See Hatch, Hibbert Lectures, x. p. 293 note; cp. Newman, Arians, 
chap, ii. § 1. 

“See Orig. de Princ. i. 2. 4. 

* See several quotations in Newman, Arians, p. 160; ep. Greg. Naz. 
Orat. Theol. xxix. 8; Hil. de Trin. ii. 2. ‘‘Cogimur sermonis nostri 
humilitatem ad ea que inenarrabilia sunt extendere,” ete. Op. c. 9, 
““Nescio, non requiro,” ete. Chrys. hom. ad Phil. 228 f., speaks in a 
similar strain of the mystery of the Virgin-birth. 
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passage (ii. 32) he asks, “When did man ever see light 
apart from its radiance? or who ventures to say that 
the express image is different from the substance? or 
how is it not sheer madness to entertain the thought 
‘that God was ever wordless or wisdomless? For such 
illustrations and such images has Scripture set before 
us, in order that, considering the incapacity of human 
nature to comprehend God, we might be able even from 
these to form some idea, so far as it is attainable, how- 
ever inadequately and dimly.” ! 

Gregory of Nyssa, it may be added, uses similar 
language in regard to the mystery of the union of two 
natures of one Divine Person.” 

3. The Church gathers in council in order to confront the 
modern doctrines of Arius with the common “ tradition,” 
or consensus of the catholic world. The same method 
had been informally adopted by such writers as Irenzus 
and Tertullian. In the fourth century it takes a new 
shape in conciliar action. And we should notice that 
the “tradition” finally comes to light in the Council of 
Nicza, and is embodied in a fixed and authoritative 
. form. “As regards the faith, the Fathers [at Nica] 
wrote not, lt seemed good; but, Thus believes the Catholic 
Church; and thereupon they confessed what was the 
ground of their faith, in order to show that their own 
sentiments were not novel but apostolical, and that 
what they wrote down was no invention of theirs, but is 
the same [doctrine] as was taught by the apostles.” ® 

V. The Council of Niccea.* 


1Cp. Greg. Nyss. Orat. cat. mag. iii.; Aug. de Trin. vi. i. See Note 
A, Images of the yévynots, p. 323. 

2 Orat. cat. X., Xi. 3 Ath. de Syn. v. [Ath. Treatises, i. 68). 

4The number of bishops attending is variously stated 250, 270, 300, 
or 318. Only a few Western bishops were present; the Roman bishop 
sent two priests as deputies. The president is not known; it may well 
- have been Hosius. See Harnack, Dogm. ii. 222 ff. Appendix, Note B. 
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From the different creeds of the various churches it 
was necessary to select some symbol as a standard. 
The party of Arius made the tactical mistake of produc- 
ing an uncompromising Arian creed, which was naturally 
rejected. Accordingly, Eusebius of Czsarea presented 
the creed of his Church. He was the most learned 
representative of that large conservative body in the 
Council which adhered to the theology of Origen, and 
deprecated any attempt to define the doctrine of the 
Trinity more precisely, as an innoyation.1 The creed 
of Eusebius was short and comparatively simple, but 
it was evasive on the real point at issue? There was 
nothing contained in it which Arius might not have 
accepted in his own sense. Accordingly, though the 
Cesarean creed was acceptable to the conservative 
majority of the Council, it did not satisfy Alexander 
and his friends, who could be content with nothing short 
of an explicit condemnation of Arianism. Thus, while 
adopting the creed presented by Eusebius, they insisted 
on changes in detail which would expressly exclude the 
heretical opinion. The Emperor himself, prompted appar- 
ently ty Hosius, suggested the single phrase spoovevos, 
but other <Jauses and expressions needed alteration or 
expansion. ‘Iv the final form of the symbol the repre- 
sentatives of Antinch and Jerusalem probably contributed 


* As to Eusebius’ own views, see Dorner,i. ii. 217 ff.; Harnack,ii. 18 note; 
‘Newman, Ath. Treatises, ii. sv, “Eusebius ”; Gwatkin, Studies, p. 38 f. 
He agreed with Arius in his Platonistic conception of God, but did not go 
so far as to call the Logos a creature. He was rather a secondary God, 
begotten at the Father’s will (SoudnOels 6 Oeds yéyovev viod marhp). He 
insisted on the logical priority of the Father as cause, rather than on the 
temporal priority maintained by Arius, 

* The creed is given in Harnack, ii. 224 note. The most important 
words are: kat eds eva KUptov Inoody Xpurrdy, rov rod Geod Abyor, Pedy Ex Heod, 
iis é€x hurtds, fwhy éx Sais, wudy movoyeri, mpwrdroKov maons KTloews, mpd 
wdvrov Tay aldvev ex rod marpds yeyevynevor, Ov ob Kat éyévero Ta TdvTa, 
Tov Oud THY hperépay owrnplav TapKwOevTa, KiT.r. 
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something, as well as the Alexandrians. The most 
important amendment was the substitution of “Son” for 
“Logos” in the second article,” and the more exact 
definition of yeyevynuévoy in the words yevvnbévta éx 
Tod TaTpos povoyevh, TouTéctiv ex THs ovcias Tod TaTpos ; 
and below, Geov arnOuvov éx Ocod adrnOuvod, yevvnbévta ov 
mombévta, opoovorov TH Tatpi. In this last phrase the 
two ideas which Arianism studiously confused, generation 
and creation, were carefully contrasted.’ * The ambiguous 
' gapkwGévta was explained by the addition of évavOpw- 
myoavta, and, finally, anathemas were added, which 
expressly prohibited an Arian interpretation of the symbol. 

The creed was not adopted without prolonged debate, 
and strenuous opposition to the phrases oueovctos” and 
éx THS ovolas. But the pacific explanations of the 
Emperor ultimately overcame the reluctance of the 
conservative body in the Council. Only two bishops 
refused to sign the creed. Eusebius of Cesarea, how- 
ever, felt impelled to write an apologetic letter to his 
Church, explaining the motives of his action, and the 
sense in which he accepted the decision of the Council.* 
Arius was condemned and banished; his writings were 
ordered to be burned, and his followers were branded 
with the name “ Porphyrians,” a term which practically 
meant “enemies of Christ.” 

VI. The word opoovctos. 

We know so little of the actual proceedings of the 
-Council that we cannot explain with certainty how the 
word ooovctos again came to the front. It does not 


1 Gwatkin, p. 41. See the two creeds side by side in Heurtley, de Hide 
et Symb. pp. 4, 5. 

2 See below, p. 317. 

3 Buseb. of Nicomedia and Theognis of Nicwa signed, but their 
signature did not save them from subsequent banishment. 

4 Ath, Treatises, i, 55-59 ; Harnack, ii, 226-229. 
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occur in the letter of Alexander, and is very sparingly 
employed by Athanasius,” who was more concerned with 
the fact connoted by the term than the term itself; 
and it seems improbable that any Eastern prelate would 
have suggested the use of an expression which had been 
rejected at Antioch. The conjecture that it was reintro- 
duced by Hosius seems, on the whole, the most likely to 
be correct.” Since the issue of the dispute between the 
two Dionysii, the Western Church would naturally be 
likely to cherish a term which seemed to guard the 
Divine Monarchia. This suggestion also accounts for the 
fact that Constantine himself urged, and defended, the 
insertion of the term in the creed 

There were, of course, very obvious objections to the 
word. Not only had it been set aside at Antioch (269) 
owing to the sophistic objections urged by Paul of 
Samosata. It appeared inadmissible chiefly for the 
reason that it was not found in Scripture;* and the 
use of non-scriptural terms would be a serious, though 
not quite unexampled, innovation. Further, the word 
had a Sabellian connotation. The otcia of God being 
equivalent to His personality, that which is “consub- 
stantial” must, it was urged, be included within His 
substance, just as a man’s reason (Adyos) is part of him- 
self. To others, owootows might seem to have a 
materialistic sense. Thus Arius in his letter to Alex- 


'In the first three orations c. Ar. he only uses it once (i. 9). 

* Harnack, ii. 227 note, who thinks Hosius’ Christology was based on 
that of Tertullian (adv. Praw.) and Novatian. 

® «He interpreted it,” says Eusebius, ‘‘as not used in the sense of 
corporeal affections, nor as if the Son derived his subsistence from the 
Father, card dualpeow or xara daroroujy; for that the immaterial and 
intellectual and incorporeal nature could not be subject to any cor- 
poreal affection,” ete, (ap. Ath. de Decret. Nic. See Ath. Treatises, i 
p. 56.) 

* Ath. de Syn. xxviii, 
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ander! denies the idea, which he ascribes to Manicheeus, 
that the Divine offspring is “a consubstantial portion ” 
(wépos opoovorov) of the Father. 

So far as we can ascertain, the word was defended 
on three main grounds :— 

1. Necessity: there was no other term available which 
would equally serve to exclude the Arian view, or guard 
the sense of Scripture against Arian evasions. The 
essential doctrine implied in the word was the truth 
' that the Son is not a created being. To secure this 
point éx @cod was insufficient, for Arius might point to 
S. Paul’s phrase ¢& of ta madvta (1 Cor. viii. 6), and 
include the Son among Ta aavta. Again, “ exact image ” 
(amapadXAaxtos eixwov) would be inadequate, likeness to 
God being possible in a relative or moral sense for 
creatures. In order therefore to guard the traditional 
sense of Scripture, the term oyoovcvos seemed to be indis- 
pensable, but there was no desire to encumber the faith of 
the Church with metaphysical terminology. The catholics 
"were reluctantly “compelled to concentrate” the sense of 
Scripture . . . in order to defeat the perversity of the 
heretics, and to show that the Word was other than 
created things.” 

2. The limiting force of the context, especially the ana- 
themas appended to the creed. The term, ¢uoovcror 
would be guarded from Sabellianising perversion by the 
words which defined it, povoyevi, Tovrea tw Ex THs ovavas 
rod matpos. On the other hand, a materialistic interpreta- 
tion was excluded @ priori by the acknowledged con- 
ception of God as Spirit, and as essentially One. 


lap. Ath. de Syn. xvi. This objection would be “‘a serious difficulty 
in the West, where ovcla was translated by the materialising word sub- 
stantia.” Gwatkin, p. 42. 

2 de Decret.xx.: qwaykdcOnouy ... owayaryelv éx Tov ypapay Thy Oudvoray, 
KT 
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3. As to the rejection of opoovcos at Antioch, it 
was urged that the term had only been discarded in so 
far as it was capable of fallacious misuse. Athanasius 
carefully explains the exact import of the step taken at 
Antioch; and maintains that great teachers such as 
Origen, Theognostus, and Dionysius had used the word, 
or some exact equivalent, in a catholic sense, @.¢. with 
the intention of affirming that the Son of God is truly a 
Son, and therefore Divine and increate. Even Eusebius 
in his letter to the church of Czesarea admits that 
“among the ancients, some learned and illustrious bishops 
and writers have used the term.” It was contended that 
at Antioch and at Nicea, the word was not used in 
eadem materia. Paul may have employed the word in 
one sense, but Arius certainly wished to reject it in 
another. 

Thus the Nicene Council resulted in the admission of 
a symbol which, as Athanasius declares, vindicated the 
cause of truth and of religious devotion to Christ.* But 
the victory of the Alexandrine defenders of the faith was 
too sudden and complete to be lasting. It was “a 
revolution which a minority had forced through by sheer 
strength of clearer Christian thought” ;* and the history 
of the next half-century is one of disastrous reaction in 
the East, and slow consolidation of conservative feeling 
in the West. In modern times the Nicene theology has 
been severely criticised, as too metaphysical to be any 
adequate expression of the Church’s faith. It represents, 
it has been said, the triumph of metaphysics over ethics, 
“scholastic terms over moral realities.”° But such criti- 


1 See above, p. 289. 2 Ath. Treatises, i. p. 58, ii. s.v. duoodoros. 

2 de Syn. liv.: éxéxodvres pév Thy GAjOcay Kal Thy eis Xpiorov edo éBerav. 

4 Gwatkin, p. 50. 

5 See Fairbairn, Christ in Mod. Theol. p. 91. Hatch, Hibbert Lectures, 
viii., ix. 
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cism seems to overlook two facts: first, the actual pro- 
minence carefully assigned in the creed to the idea of 
sonship (vids being brought to the front, and Xdyos with- 
drawn); secondly, the necessary distinction between the 
intellectual self-expression of faith, and its practical 
moral activity. These two aspects of faith are not 
antagonistic or mutually exclusive. The example of 
Athanasius shows that the same mind can at once clearly 
grasp the ethical and spiritual significance of the central 
_ Christian fact,—the Divine redemption of man in Christ, 
—and yet insist on the necessity of securing it from 
corruption or evanescence amid the pressure of hostile 
thought, by enshrining it in an adequate symbol. Further, 
no contrast can fairly be drawn in this connection 
between the apostles and their successors. “The Church 
needed a long education,” says Bishop Lightfoot, “ before 
she was fitted to be the expositor of the true apostolic 
doctrine. A conflict of more than two centuries with 
Gnostics, Ebionites, Sabellians, Arians supplied the 
necessary discipline. The true successors of the apostles 
in this respect are not the Fathers of the second century, 
but the Fathers of the third and fourth centuries. In 
the expositors of the Nicene age we find, indeed, technical 
terms and systematic definitions; but... the main 
idea of Christ’s person, with which he (S. Paul) confronts 
Gnostic Judaism is essentially the same as that which 
the Fathers of these later centuries opposed to the 
Sabellianism and the Arianism of their own age.” 

We have therefore no reason to entirely regret the vast 
influence exercised by Hellenic thought upon Christian 
theology. Elements providentially prepared, when once 
assimilated by the Church, minister to her work and 
growth, and cannot be lost. The Nicene theology does 
not mark a stage at which the development of Christian 

1 Ep. to the Colossians (ed, 7), p. 125, See Note C in the Appendix. 
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thought was arrested; it has a permanent function to 
fulfil in the presentation and defence of Christianity ; it 
has finality only as the fact which it enshrines and 
guards has finality. Any certainly true fact is in a 
sense final; but the “finality,” or, in other words, the 
objective certainty of a fact, is a condition of its fruit- 
fulness and power. 

1The reader should by all means consult the recent monograph by Mr. 
Bethune-Baker, on The Meaning of Homoousios in the Constantinopolitan 


Creed (Texts and Studies, vol. vii. No. 1), which appeared while this 
edition was passing through the press. . 
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§ I. Tue Post-Nicenz Periop, 325-381 


THE period intervening between the Council of Nica 
and that of Constantinople was one of doctrinal re- 
action, and consequent confusion. The minute study of 
historical details is unnecessary for our present purpose. 
Our task will be the more simple one of reviewing in 
general outline the different currents of thought and 
opinion which were set in motion by the momentous 
decision of Nicza. 

That decision, it may at once be stated, had been 
- arrived at with a rapidity which took a large portion of 
the Church by surprise. The fact is that the celebrated 
watchword of catholic belief, the Homoousion, had been 
very reluctantly accepted by many members of the 
Council, to whom the use of an unscriptural term 
appeared to be at best an unwelcome necessity. The 
term not merely excited the hostility of declared Arians, 
who at this time formed’ a comparatively insignificant 
group, but also offended the conservative instincts of 
theologians trained in the school of Origen, such as 
Husebius of Ossarea. These men still clung to the 
subordinatianist teaching of their master, and were 
deeply concerned for the interests of his theological 


“system. The defenders of the Nicene formula thus 
823 
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found various reactionary forces ranged against them: 
the conservative theologians who deprecated any em- 
ployment of non-seriptural terms; prelates of strong 
personal ambition like Eusebius of Nicomedia; declared 
Arians; besides the great body of indifferentist or 
unlearned bishops, who had been induced to accept the 
Homoousion, but still dreaded the spectre of Sabellianism. 
To these must be added the Meletian schismatics of 
Egypt, with whom the reactionary party eagerly made 
common cause, and the multitude of heathens and Jews 
who instinctively favoured the Arian, we. the semi-pagan 
conception of God Finally, the Emperor Constantine 
himself after a short interval threw the weight of his 
influence into the anti-Nicene scale, perhaps suspecting 
that the symbol adopted by the Council did not 
represent the general sense of Eastern theologians, and 
being anxious accordingly to interpret the Homoousion 
in such a way as covertly to reintroduce, or at least 
make room for, the vague ideas of Christ’s person which 
the symbol had displaced. That a liberal interpretation 
of the Nicene formula was admissible is made clear by 
the letter to the Church of Czsarea in which Eusebius 
defends his subscription. He states that he had accepted 
the Homoousion in a qualified sense as declaring merely 
the truth that the Son was derived from the Father (é« 
Tod tatpos elvat Tov vidv). The term, he says, implies 
that the Son of God “bears no resemblance to the 
creatures which have been made, but is in every way 
assimilated to the Father alone who begat Him? and is 
not of any other subsistence or substance, but from the - 
Father.” Finally, he explains the rejection of the Arian 
tenet mpo Tod yevynOjvat ob« Hv as intended merely to 
1 Harnack, Dogmengesch. ii. p. 280. 


® Ep. Kniseb. ap. Ath. de deer, Nic. udvy d¢ 7G warpt 7 yeyevvnxédre 
Kara mdvra Tpbrov ddwuordo bat. 
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assert the doctrine of the Son’s pre-existence before the 
Incarnation. 

Thus the real controversy as to the Deity of the Son 
can only be said to have begun with the Nicene Council. 
For nearly sixty years the wearisome strife was pro- 
longed; a strife ennobled indeed by instances of steadfast 
faith and endurance, but abounding also in miserable 
lapses and scandals, and specially disgraced by the 
relentless use of persecution. One figure alone can 
be said to stand out in heroic proportions,—that of 
the great Athanasius, who on succeeding to the epis- 
copal throne of Alexandria (326) rose at once to 
the position of leadership, with the significant result 
that the anti-Nicene movement became during a con- 
siderable period mainly a personal crusade against 
Athanasius. 

The actual struggle seems to fall naturally into three 
main divisions or stages:—(1) the period from 325 to 
the Council of Sardica, 343; (2) from 344 to the death 
of Constantius, 361; (3) from 361 to the Council of 
Constantinople, 381. 

I. The first stage of the conflict may be described 
briefly as a period of Husebian reaction and ascendency. 
By dexterous use of their influence at Constantine’s court, 
the Arianising party succeeded in accomplishing to a 
large extent the objects they had in view, which were 
mainly two: the removal of the leading catholic prelates, 
especially their most formidable and powerful opponent, 
Athanasius, and the withdrawal of the Homoousion.} 
Under the astute guidance of the unscrupulous Eusebius 
of Nicomedia they managed, partly by violence, but 
mainly by intrigue, to secure for themselves the leading 

1 Ath. de Synod. xxxii. rd 6é tAAO0s Tay ouvvddwr, Kal 4 Svadopa rev 


ypapoueven Selkvucr Tovs ev atrats cwedOdyTas maxouevous ev mpos Thy év 
Nexalg otvodov, doOevotvras dé mpos rHv adnOecay, 
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sees of the East ; and the deposition of Eustathius, bishop 
of Antioch, in 331, was followed after a prolonged struggle 
by the condemnation of Athanasius at the Council of 
Tyre (335), and his banishment to Tréves (336). In 
the same year (336) Arius suddenly died on the very eve 
of his enforced readmission to communion, and a few 
months later (May 337) Constantine himself passed 
from the scene, with the result that Eusebius of 
Nicomedia became the acknowledged leader of the 
anti-Nicene party. His promotion: to the see of 
Constantinople (339), and that of Acacius to Czesarea 
(340), were events which displayed the bias of the new 
emperor, Constantius. 

We thus find two parties confronting each other 
during this first period. (1) The Catholics, or Nicenes, 
under the leadership of Athanasius, were intent on 
guarding the symbol of the Council. The main strong- 
hold of the catholic cause was in the West, one effect of 
Athanasius’ banishment having been the formation of 
close ties between himself and some of the Western 
bishops, notably Julius of Rome. Indeed, Rome became 
from this time forward the stronghold of orthodoxy— 
a point which proved to be of special importance when 
the attacks on Athanasius were renewed (338-340). 
(2) The “ Eusebians,” or “ Acacians,” while professing to 
condemn the developed tenets of Arius, clung tenaciously 
to the subordinatianist theology which they had inherited 
from Origen, and aimed at the total exclusion from the 
creed of non-scriptural terms. The party included men 
of different types, some of them more in earnest than 
others, but those who came to the front were mere 
political intriguers, contending for religion without 
possessing it,—men like Eusebius himself, Acacius “the 
chameleon,” George of Laodicea, Leontius of Antioch, 
and at a later time Eudoxius, and the Western bishops 
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Valens and Ursacius. The great number and variety of 
the creeds which they put forth, between 340 and 361, 
testifies to their consciousness of the fact that they 
must confront the catholic Homoousion with something 
more substantial than mere negations, while they must 
satisfy the orthodoxy of the West by a decided condemna- 
tion of Arianism. This is the dogmatic importance of 
the creeds of Antioch and Sirmium, of which Athanasius 
gives an account in his work de Synodis. * Before examin- 
‘ing these, however, it is necessary to return to 
the Nicene party in order to describe briefly some 
circumstances which added impetus to the reactionary 
movement. 

We have noticed that one consideration which caused 
the Homoousion to be accepted with great reluctance was 
the fact that it had been condemned at Antioch (269), 
as a phrase capable of Sabellian connotation. The fear 
of Sabellianism was very prevalent in the East, and 
unfortunately it was not long before the EHusebians could 
point triumphantly to the appearance of the very 
doctrinal tendencies which they had: (to some extent, no 
doubt, sincerely) deprecated. 

Marcellus, bishop of Ancyra, was a friend of Athanasius, 
and a zealous supporter of the Nicene symbol. In 
controversy, however, with the Arian Asterius, he 
unguardedly pressed the doctrine of the Homoousion in a 
Sabellian direction. His aim probably was to be true to 
the monotheistic language of Scripture, and to expose 
the tendency to polytheism which he, like Athanasius, 
discerned in the Arian belief. Marcellus was led “in 
the way of argument,” we are told, to describe the Logos 
as an impersonal attribute of the Godhead, originally 
quiescent or potential, but in due time forthcoming and 
operative as évépyeva Spactixy, He held that for the 
purposes of creation, redemption, and sanctification, the 
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Divine Monad, without any loss of its essential unity, 
“expanded itself” into a triad (wAaTvveras eis tpidda) ; 
but that ultimately, when the Logos and the Spirit should - 
have fulfilled their respective functions, it would again 
“contract itself” (cvaréAXeTas tplas). Marcellus also 
rejected the catholic doctrine of the Divine generation ; 
Scripture, he maintained, nowhere mentions any “ genera- 
tion” of the Logos. He would accordingly confine the 
expressions, Son, Image, Firstborn, to the incarnate Christ, 
thus practically ignoring or denying the pre-existent 
personality of the Word, who, he held, was manifested 
in personal distinctness from the Father only at the 
Incarnation. In the historic Christ the Logos became 
personal, became the “Son of God.”! In fact, aecording 
to Marcellus, the Incarnation was only a temporary 
economy ; the Logos, having completed His redemptive 
work, laid aside the manhood which He had assumed, 
surrendered the kingdom to the Father, and was again 
merged in the Deity, becoming what He was before the 
Incarnation.” Marcellus indeed appears to have displayed 
the same Pantheistic tendency which had marked the 
system of Sabellius. He attempts, but fails in the 
attempt, to co-ordinate the idea of a coeternal Logos 
with that of filiation; and his solution of the problem 
involved abandonment of that very mystery of the eternal 
Sonship, the discernment and formulation of which 
had been the result of the doctrinal struggles of the 
third century.* 


1 Ath. Orat. c. Arian. iv, 22, rdv Adbyov év dpyg pav elvar Aéyov aarhds, 
Ore 6€ evyvOpdrnoe, Tore dvoudaobat vidy. 

* Basil, Zp. lxix. 2 (writing to Athanasius), mentions this as the gist of 
M.’s heresy, ds Adyor pev elpiobae Tov wovoyerh dldwot, kara xpelav Kat emi 
Karpov mpochOdvra, mddw dé els Tov bOev eEAAOEV eravactpéwavra ottre mpd Tis 
e&ddou elvar ore mera Thy émdvodov tpecrdvar, What became of the actual 
human body of Christ Marcellus does not appear to explain. 

* On Marcellus, see Ath, Apol. c. Arian. xxxii., xlvii.; Orat. ¢. Arian. 
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Photinus, bishop of Sirmium, the pupil of Marcellus, 
developed his master’s teaching in an Ebionitic direction. 
In his view, Christ was a mere man supernaturally born 
of a virgin, and exalted to Divine dignity. The Logos 
indwelling Christ was an impersonal attribute of God, 
whom Photinus described as Aoyordtwp, te. both Father 
and Logos. This type of error approximated to the 
views of Paul the Samosatene, while the system of 
Marcellus was akin to Sabellianism.1 It is obvious what 
‘a heavy discouragement the lapse of Marcellus and 
Photinus must have been to the catholic cause. The 
Eusebians were not slow to use their advantage, and in 
more than one of the Antiochene and Sirmian creeds 
they expressly condemned the errors of both teachers. 
Athanasius seems to have dealt very tenderly with 
Marcellus, and was for a long while inclined to defend 
him; at Rome his somewhat evasive confession of faith 
was apparently accepted as orthodox by Julius in a 
Synod held in 341;” but Athanasius eventually felt 
himself bound to abandon the defence of one whose 
teaching had been so dangerously developed by Photinus.* 

Turning now to the various creeds put forth by the 
Eusebians, the dates of which range over the period 
between 341 (Council of the “Dedication ” at Antioch) 
and 359, when the “dated” creed (third Sirmian) was 
forced upon the Western bishops assembled at Ariminum, 
we may notice some features which indicate the general 
position of the opponents of the Nicene symbol. 


iy. ; Epiph. Her. lxxii. Also Harnack, Dogm. ii. p. 235 note; Dorner, 
Person of Christ, div. i. vol, ii. 273-283 ; Gwatkin, Studies of Arianism, 
pp. 75-89 ; Zahn, Marcellus von Ancyra, cited by Loofs, Lettfaden zum 
Stud. der Dogmengeschichte, § 33. 

1 Dorner, diy. i. vol. ii. note 53, Op. Epiph. Her, lxxi. 

2 See the letter of Julius in Ath. Apol. c. Arian. c. xxxii. 

3 Marcellus was deposed by a (Eusebian) Synod at Constantinople in 
836; Photinus at Sirmium in 351. 
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(v) The general type of Christology exhibited by 
these documents is Origenistic. They contain strong 
assertions of the favourite Arian thesis that there can be ~ 
only one “unoriginate” (& 76 ayévynrov), and that con- 
sequently the Son is subordinate as being yévynros, 
“having as His origin (d4py7v) the Father who generated 
Him, for the Head of Christ is God.” The denial that 
the Son was begotten by an act of the Father’s will 
(Oerjoes or BovAjcer) is condemned : “those who irrever- 
ently say that the Son was generated not by choice or 
will, thus encompassing God with a necessity which 
excludes choice and purpose, so that He begat the Son 
unwillingly, we account as most impious and alien to the 
Chureh.”? But in general there is an evident anxiety 
on the part of the framers of the creeds to approach as 
closely as possible to the Athanasian standpoint: a 
marked deference to the statements of Scripture, and a 
characteristic tendency to heap up terms expressive of 
the Son’s dignity by way of compensation for the omission 
of the Homoousion. Thus the second Antiochene symbol 
styles the Son, @edv é« Oeod, drov é& Srov, povov ex 
povou, TéXevoy ex TEdrclov, Baciréa ex Baciréas, Kiprov 
amd Kupiov, Aoyov Cavra, codiay técav, das adnOwor, 
bor, ddyOeav, dvdotacw, Troueva, Oipav, atpentdv TE 
Kal avarrolwtov' Ths OedtnTos, ovalas te Kal Bovrrs Kat 
duvapews kai S0&ns tod martpds amapd\raKktov eikova, 
Tov mpwToToKoy méons KTicews, K.T.rB Again, in the 
third creed of Antioch, the Son is declared to be 
“perfect God of perfect God, begotten of the Father 
before the worlds.” But throughout the symbols there 


1The ‘‘Macrostich” in Ath, de Synod. xxvi. 3; so the “First 
Sirmian ” [351], xviii. 0} yap cwvrdooouer vidv TQ Tarpl, adn vmoreraypévov 
T@ Tarpl. 

* “Macrostich,” wdc sup. 8, 

3 Ath, de Synod. xxiii, 4 Tbid, xxiv. 
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is a steady avoidance of the one crucial test of orthodox 
catholic belief. 

(5) It is to be further observed that in some of these 
creeds there is an express condemnation of Arian state- 
ments, intended doubtless to conciliate the Catholics ; 
but a comparison of the anathemas of the “ Macrostich” 
for example, with those affixed to the creed of Nicea, 
illustrates the tendency of the Eusebians to shelter them- 
selves behind evasive phraseology. In the “ Macrostich,” 
it is declared “unsafe” to assert that the Son is é£ od« 
dvtwy, or é& érépas Tivos broctdcews Tapa Tov Tatépa, 
or that “there was a time when He was not”; but the 
only reason alleged is that these phrases are not 
Sound in Seripture,—an assertion which leaves open the 
question of their truth or falsity. It is significant also 
that the epithet x«tvorov which Arius applied to the Son, 
and which was anathematised by the Nicene Fathers, is 
omitted from the list of expressions condemned by the 
“ Macrostich,” nor is there any repudiation of the Arian 
assertion ov« Rv mplv yerynOhvau. 

(c) Again, several of the creeds contain a very decided 
. condemnation of the teaching of Marcellus, which is not 
improbably aimed at Athanasius. Thus it is declared 
that Christ “abides as King and God for evermore”; 
that “His kingdom continues indissoluble to endless 
ages”; while in the “Macrostich” the disciples of 
Marcellus and “Scotinus” (Photinus) are expressly 
anathematised for rejecting Christ’s pre-existence, deity, 
and unending kingdom, “upon pretence of supporting 
the Monarchia.”* It is clear that while the Nicene 
symbol was avoided as unscriptural, and Sabellian in 
tendency, the aberration of Marcellus and his adherents 
was welcomed by the Eusebians as a kind of object- 


1 But see the close of the second Antiochene symbol: de Synod. xxiii, 
2 de Synod, xxii. Xxv., Xxvi. 3 Tbid. xxvi. 6, 


332 THE INCARNATION 


lesson, effectively illustrating the consequences of the 
Athanasian position.’ 

Enough has been said to give a fair idea of the 
attitude assumed by the Eusebians. The mere number 
and variety of the symbols produced by them sufficiently 
proves the weak and undecided character of their belief, 
and its inability to offer serious resistance to the pressure 
of hostile dialectic. Yet the position of this party 
seemed to be justifiable so long as the Nicenes could 
plausibly be represented as inclining to Sabellianism. 
In the next stage of the struggle the anti-Nicene 
coalition was to some extent dissolved; the more 
religious-minded members of the party, after holding 
for a long while to the Origenist Christology, came to 
the point of declaring at the Synod of Ancyra (358) 
that the Son was not a creature, and that He was 
begotten of the Father’s substance (€« ts ovotas). 
When once they were convinced that the Nicene symbol 
was not intended to shelter Sabellianism, they gradually 
drew nearer to the Catholics, and finally coalesced with 
them. The doctrine of such men as Basil of Ancyra, or 
Cyril of Jerusalem, was practically, if not verbally, that 
of Niczea. 

The importance of the proceedings at the Council of 
Sardica (343-344) is rather historical than dogmatic. 
The withdrawal of the Eusebians to Philippopolis served 
to exhibit very clearly the cleavage of opinion between 
Kast and West. The seceding party, besides deposing 
various Western prelates and reaffirming the former 
sentences against Athanasius, finally adopted a creed 
which was practically identical with the fourth Antiochene 
symbol The Westerns, under Hosius, contented them- 


See a list of the most important creeds in Hagenbach, ist, of 
Doctrines, § 91 [vol. i. p. 858]. 
* See Hilar, de Synod, xxxiv.; cp, Harnack, Dogmengesch, il. 289, 
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selves with reaffirming the symbol of Nicza,! and went so 
far as to acquit Marcellus of the charges brought against 
him by the Eusebians. 

II. After 344 there was a rapid development of the 
situation, and it was not long before the adherents of 
the Nicene symbol found that they had to reckon with 
three divergent types of belief. 

1. The Eusebians, after prolonged efforts to find a 
satisfactory formula, eventually adopted a8 their watch- 
word the phrase duovov cata mavta2 Their aim was to 
exclude any non-scriptural phrase, and accordingly they 
were only consistent in dropping any reference to the 
Divine substance (ovc/a). The vagueness of the phrase 
duotov perfectly suited the purposes of the irreligious 
and indifferent members of the party. The expression 
seems to appear publicly for the first time in the so- 
called “dated” creed, or third Sirmian (359), in which 
the Son is confessed to be Cuovos TO yevvicavtse adtov 
mTatpl Kata Tas ypadas.® An explanation is appended 
as follows :—“ Whereas the term ‘substance’ (ovc/a) has 
been adopted by the Fathers in simplicity, and gives 
offence as unintelligible to the people, and not contained 
in the Scriptures, it has seemed good that it be removed, 
and that it be never in any case applied to God again, 
because the Divine Scriptures nowhere mention the 
ovcia of Father and Son. But we say that the Son is 
like the Father in all things (6u0.0v 7@ watpi Kata 
aavta), as all the Holy Scriptures declare and teach.” 


1 Ath. tom. ad Antioch. 5. 

2 In the second Sirmian creed (‘‘the blasphemy”: see Ath. de Synod. 
xxviii.), the Arian leaders, Valens, Ursacius, and others, make a new 
departure. They represent the mystery of the Divine generation as an 
excuse for ignoring the fact. The use of ovcla is prohibited, on the 
ground that the Father alone knows how He begat the Son. This, 
as Gwatkin remarks, was a new policy (Studies of Arianism, p. 157). 

3 See Athan. de Synod. vill. ; cp, Xxx. 
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This document was probably drafted by the semi-Arian 
prelate, Mark of Arethusa,' and is evidently the result 
of a compromise, the more strict symbol of the semi- 
Arians (6oovcvov) being omitted. Virtually it expresses 
the views of the Acacian or neo-Eusebian party, and the 
dpotov is the positive symbol which at the close of this 
period, by aid of intrigue and persecution, ultimately 
triumphed. For it was a recension of this “dated” creed 
that was eventually forced on the Western bishops at 
Ariminum (359), a document which indeed was of an 
even lower type than the original, inasmuch as the bare 
phrase. dwovov was craftily substituted for éuovov xara 
mavta, while the use not only of ovcla but also of 
bwooracts in relation to the Divine Persons was pro- 
scribed.” Not only was the West compelled to accept 
this document; it was also adopted a few months later 
by an Acacian Council at Constantinople (360). Thus 
in 360 “the whole world groaned and marvelled to find 
itself Arian.” ® 

The real objection to the phrase duovov is not its 
incorrectness, but its obviously evasive character. By 
semi-Arians like Basil of Ancyra, it could be employed 
in a virtually catholic sense, as including the idea of 
likeness “in will, in subsistence, in existence, in being,” 
likeness such as a son bears toa father So Cyril of 
Jerusalem speaks freely of the Son as ésovos Kara wdavTa, 
év maow Gwouos, and seems to regard this confession as 


1 A clear account of the circumstances is given by Dr. Bright, Historical 
Writings of S. Athanasius, Introd. p. lexan 

* See the creed in Ath. de Synod, xxx., which should be compared with 
the ‘‘dated” creed in c. viii, 

* Jerom. adv. Lucif. vii. The most prominent Eusebian of this period 
was the unscrupulous Valens, bishop of Mursa in Pannonia, 

“See Basil’s declaration, ap. Epiph. Her. Ixxiii. 22, card rdvra de 
ov. wovoy Kara Thy Bovnow, add Kard Thy brdcracw, kal Kara Thy tarapiuy, 
kal kara 76 elvat, K.7T.Ay 
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the “royal road” of orthodox belief1 Nor does even 
Athanasius hesitate to repeatedly employ the expression.” 
But as used by Arianising theologians the dmovov was 
ambiguous: it might connote mere likeness in will, or 
character, or operation, and indeed, as we shall presently 
see, it was liable to be employed as the logical premiss 
from which was deduced the blasphemous formula 
avopotov. 

2. This period (344-361) also witnesses the rise of the 
so-called “semi-Arian,” or as it might be more correctly 
called, the “semi-Nicene” school, consisting of those 
who in perfect sincerity and on religious and doctrinal 
grounds, objected to the Homoousion as Sabellian in 
tendency, and preferred to adhere to the Czxsarean 
creed presented at the Council by Eusebius. There were 
earnest and even devoted men among them, such as 
Mark of Arethusa, Cyril of Jerusalem, and the learned 
and blameless Basil of Ancyra. It should be added that 
Constantius himself—wavering, restless, despotic, and 
passionate as he was—more decidedly inclined to this 
party than to their Homwan or Acacian rivals.2 These 
_ theologians were deeply imbued with the subordinatianist 
teaching of the pre-Nicene period, but they were 
desirous to side with Athanasius, and were more and 
more alarmed and repelled by the growing secularity and- 
profanity of the Acacian party. Nor did they share in 
the strong aversion to non-scriptural phraseology which 
was supposed to be the chief objection to the symbol 
of Nica. 

In 358 the views of this middle party took shape at 
the Synod of Ancyra held under the presidency of Basil.4 


1 See Catech. iv. 7; xi. 4; xi. 17. 

? See passages in Newman, Ath. Treatises, vol. ti. pp. 482 f. 
® Newman, Arians, p. 297. 

4 See Epiph. Her, Ixxiii. 2-11. Cp. Loofs, op. cit. § 34. 
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The synodal letter of this Council shows that pure 
Arianism at anyrate was not the creed of the East, for 
it definitely repudiates the strictly Arian tenets, eg. the 
avopowov and the creatureliness of the Logos. It insists 
that in essence the Son is like the Father (@uovos Kar’ 
ovciav), but at the same time the Homoousion is 
condemned.” 

The proceedings of this Council are interesting for 
more than one reason. It was a clear gain that there 
should be some decisive protest against positive Arian- 
ism;? but the distinctive features of the Ancyrene 
statement are—(1) its insistance on our Lord’s Sonship 
as implying owodTns. Our Lord bids us be baptized in 
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost, “in order that . . . hearing the title Son we may 
conceive of the Son as like the Father whose Son He is.” 
The revelation of the Divine Fatherhood is in fact a clue 
to the theological problem. “In the phrase dyévyntos,” 
says Basil, “there is no indication of the Father’s power.” 
... “Even if we mention the name Father, we find 
suggested in the very title the notion of the Son. For 
a father is so called as being the father of a son.” 4 
(2) The scriptural defence of the ouowotcrov. (3) The 
repudiation of the couootcrov as virtually equivalent to 
Tavtoovavov, used in a Sabellian sense. Evidently the 
Synod was anxious to mediate between the Sabellian and 
Arian views of Christ’s person. The texts quoted in 
support of the duovovcrov were such as 8S. John v. 19 
(words aoe?) and 26, Rom. viii. 3, Phil. ii. 7, and 

1 Epiph. Her. lxxiii. 5. aToid. 1A 

* The Synod condemned the Arian manifesto of Sirmium (‘second 
Sirmian,” called the ‘‘blasphemy”). See Ath. de Synod. xxviii. 

*Epiph. Ixxiii, §§ 8, 14, 19. Cp. very similar language in Basil of 
Cesarea, Hp. xxxviii. 4; Greg. Naz. Orat, xxx. 20, 


° Other points are noticed in a long note of Harnack, Dogmengesch. ii. 
p. 249, 
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special stress was laid on the expression Image of God 
as implying likeness, but not identity of substance. In 
fact, with the declaration of likeness the semi-Arians 
were satisfied. Athanasius speaks of them with uniform 
respect and consideration. “Those,” he says, “who 
accept everything else that was settled at Nicewa, and 
dispute only about the Homoousion, are not to be 
regarded as enemies; nor do we attack them as Arians, 
or as opponents of the Fathers; but ‘we discuss the 
-matter with them as brethren with brethren, who have 
the same meaning as ourselves, and differ only about the 
word. For when they acknowledge that the Son is é« 
Ths ovalas Tod matpos Kal wn é& érépas brootdcews, and 
that He is not a creature or a product, but genuine and 
natural offspring (yvjcvov Kal dice yévvnua), and that 
He is eternally with the Father as being His Word and 
Wisdom, they are not far from accepting even the 
Homoousion.”+ It would seem that the influence of 
Hilary did much towards gradually drawing over the 
semi-Arians to the catholic view. His treatise de 
Synodis, which was written apparently in 358, was 
designed to bring about an understanding between the 
Gallican Church and the semi-Arians. Hilary frankly 
recognises the difficulties which hindered the latter from 
accepting the Homoousion, but exhorts them earnestly no 
longer to repudiate a formula which alone could secure 
the doctrine which he and they prized—the true Sonship 
of our Lord. “ Homoiision intelligo ex Deo Deum, non 
dissimilis essentiz, non divisum sed natum, et ex 
innascibilis Dei substantia congenitam in Filio, secundum 
similitudinem, unigenitam nativitatem. Quid fidem 
meam in homoiision damnas, quam per homoeiisti 
professionem non potes non probare?” Finally, he 
adds, “Date veniam, fratres, quam frequenter poposci. 
1 de Synod, xii, 
22 
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Ariani non estis; cur negando Homoiision censemini 
Ariani ?” 4 

3. Meanwhile the doctrine of strict or logical Arianism 
was developed in the hands of Aétius and Eunomius in 
a direction which Arius himself seems to have suggested.” 
Of these two leaders little needs to be said. Aétius 
appears to have been in succession a vine-dresser, a gold- 
smith, and a medical practitioner. Both he and his 
pupil Eunomius had practised disputation, and both dis- 
played the familiar Arian characteristics. But with some 
faculty of disputation, and skill in Aristotelian methods 
of dialectic, they combined a disdain of dissimulation 
which was comparatively creditable, and which soon 
brought upon them the resentment of Constantius. 
After 360 the Anomean Arians ceased to be formidable ; - 
indeed it is evident that the formulation of their tenets 
produced a reaction, as is proved by their condemnation 
at Ancyra. The general line of their reasoning was as 
follows. Starting from the conception of God as o 
dyévuntos, they argued that between the dyévyntos and 
yévyntos there could be no essential resemblance («art’ 
ovciav), but at most a moral resemblance.® As the 
Unbegotten, God is an absolutely simple being ; an act of 
generation would involve a contradiction of His essence 


1 Hilar. de Synod. sew de fide Orientaliwm, \xxxviii. (written probably 
at the end of 358). By ‘‘congenitam in Filio. . . nativitatem,” H. 
seems to mean, ‘‘a simultaneous, unique generation involving perfect 
likeness.” This is an assertion apparently of the fact that the Son is 
coeval with the Father, only-begotten, and, as a consequence, the exact 
image of the Father’s substance. 

2In the Thalia, ap. Ath. Orat. c. Arian. i. 6, 6 Moyos adXbrpios pév Kal 
dvdmotos Kara wavrTa THS TOU warpos ovclas Kal ldvdryTds EoTW, K.T.r. 

3Eunom. Expos. fid. 2, 8uovov re yervijcayte pdvov Kar’ ééalperov 
GmoudrnTa . . . ovde ws dyévyntov ayevvaTy. Cp. Apol. xiv., xxviii., ap. 
Fabricius, Bibl. Greeca, vol. viii. c. 28. Epiph. Her. lxxvi. gives the 
cuvrayudriov of Aétius. Cp. Greg. Naz. Orat. xxix. 10, od rairév, pyvl, 
To ayévyntov Kal Td yévynrov: el 6é TovTO, OvdE 6 vids TH marpl Tavrov. 
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by introducing duality into the Godhead. The Unbe- 
gotten cannot possibly resemble in essence that which 
is begotten, The formule arrived at by this kind of 
reasoning were €étepdrns Kat’ ovolav, dvdmotos Kal Kata 
mavTa Kal Kat ovciav, etc. The Acacians did not 
venture openly to favour the Anomeans, and actually 
anathematised them at Seleucia in 359, but as Newman 
points out, in its practical effect the 8uosov was really 
equivalent to the dvduovov, “mere similarity always 
implying difference.” 

It is not necessary to enter at length into the historical 
relations between the different parties whose divergent 
beliefs we have been reviewing. It is enough to point 
out that the exclusion of other formule seemed to pave 
the way for the victory of the éyouor. 

The logical Arians fearlessly concluded that Christ was 
not God; the semi-Arians, who differed from the Arians 
not only in their more religious tone of mind, but also in 
their sense of the mystery of the Divine Being and 
relationships, could not satisfactorily clear themselves of 
the charge of ditheism;* the Emperor and the court 
party (Acacians) soon perceived that if peace was to be 
' restored, it could only be by dropping the Homoousion 
and carrying a neutral formula, such as émovov Kata 
TAVTA WS at ypadal Aeyouow. It was a deadlock, and a 
colourless and indefinite symbol seemed to be the only 
mode of escape. Consequently the “third Sirmian” 
creed was drawn up as a provisional formula (May 359), 
but that which was eventually carried at the divided 
Council of Ariminum and Seleucia contained, as we have 


1 Ath. de Synod. xxix. 2 Arians, p. 306. 

* The exposition of faith at Ancyra says of S. Paul’s preaching at 
Corinth, 7@ dovddoylorw Ths Suvduews eudpave Tiy coplav roy cvAdoylierOax 
Swapévav (Epiph. Ixxiii. 6). See Newman, Ath. Treatises, 2, 284; 
_ Harnack, Dogmengesch., ii. 244, 
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noticed, a bare assertion of the éwoov, Valens audaciously 
omitting the qualifying words xara mdvta. This im- 
perial creed, as it may fairly be called, was forced upon 
the Western bishops in exchange for the condemnation 
of pure Arianism.! 

Thus the work of Nicea was undone. In 360 ina 
Council held at Constantinople the Acacians completed 
their triumph. Probably in deference to the suspicions 
of Constantius, Aétius was banished, while some leading 
semi-Arians, Basil, Macedonius, Cyril, and others, were 
deposed and exiled as troublers of the Church’s peace. 
Hilary, after making a desperate effort to reopen the 
discussion of the faith before the Emperor and Council, 
shared the same fate. The prospects of the Church 
at the time of Constantius’ death were indeed as gloomy 
as could well be conceived,—the Latins committed 
to an Arian creed, the Roman bishop Liberius a 
renegade, Hosius dead, Athanasius a wanderer in the 
deserts, Arian prelates in most of the sees of 
Eastern Christendom, perplexity and dismay in the 
hearts of the faithful laity who still adhered to the 
Nicene faith.’ 

III. The years 361-381 witnessed the doctrinal 
break-up of Arianism, and the decline and close of its 
ascendency. The return of Athanasius to Alexandria 
took place on Julian’s accession; in the following 
summer (362) a Synod was held at Alexandria to dis- 
cuss several points of pressing importance, especially the 
treatment of bishops who had arianised. As to these 
it was decided that those who had communicated with 


?See Harnack, Dogmengesch. ii, 246, 247. Op, Ath. de 9 ynod, viii. 
Ath. points out in de Synod. iii. and iv. that the creed is Gated, and its 
novelty confessed by the very fact. 

* In his ad Const. Aug. lib. ii, 
* See Newman’s Arians, App. Note V. 
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Arians compulsorily, through surprise or weakness, should 
continue to hold their sees on signing the Homoousion. 
All, in fact, were to be welcomed into Christian fellow- 
ship who would now accept the Nicene formula and 
condemn Arianism. 

The other main question raised at the Council was 
one of phraseology. Confusion had arisen from the fact 
that the Westerns used hypostasis as synonymous with 
substantia (ovcia), and accordingly spoke of una hypostasis, 

‘while the usual Eastern phrases were tpeis trocrdces 
and pia ovoia. The difficulty was specially acute in 
relation to the schism at Antioch, where the Meletians 
adhered to the phrase tpels trootdcers, while the 
schismatic party of Paulinus (Nicenes) preferred tpia 
mpocama, The Council of Alexandria incidentally 
endeavoured to heal the trouble at Antioch, but its 
efforts were frustrated by the self-willed action of 
Lucifer, bishop of Cagliari. Its main concern, however, 
was to regulate and adjust the theological terminology 
‘which had occasioned confusion. After mutual explana- 
tions had been offered, it was decided that both phrases 
(una hypostasis and tpeis trootdoets) were to be depre- 
cated. Neither ovcia nor tréctaots, it was maintained, 
were strictly applicable to the Godhead, odcia being 
nowhere used in the Scriptures with any reference to 
the Divine Being, and drédctacus being employed by the 
apostle only “through a dogmatic necessity ” (TH TOV 
Soyudtwv avayxn). The use of these terms, therefore, 
though acknowledged to be allowable in any other con- 
nection («ad &érepov Adyov) was practically discouraged, 
and the Nicene creed was unanimously adopted as a 
standard not only of belief, but of phraseology.’ Besides 
declaring the divinity of the Holy Spirit against Mace- 


1See Ath. tom. ad Antioch. 5,6; Socr. HZ. iii. 7. Cp. Newman, 
Arians, c. v. § 1, 
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donius, the Council also asserted the verity of our Lord’s 
reasonable human soul. In the following year (363) a 
synod held at Antioch, under the presidency of Meletius, 
accepted the Homoousion in the somewhat evasive tine 
6Te €K THS ovolas TOU mar pos . vlos éryevvn On Kal OTe 
Swovos Kat’ ovciay te Tatpi.. The explanation is 
significant ; while it covered the ambiguous confession of 
men like Acacius, it served also to mark the amal- 
gamation of religious-minded semi-Arians with the 
Nicenes. ; 

During the interval between this Council and the 
synod of Constantinople (381) several prominent figures 
passed from the scene. The death of Liberius (366) 
was followed by that of Hilary (368). Athanasius 
himself, after once again suffering exile during the 
persecution of Valens, passed away in 373; and Basil of 
Cegarea in 379. The accession of Theodosius in 379 
restored the hopes of the orthodox. Eight years after 
the death of Athanasius the second ecumenical Council 
was summoned to meet at Constantinople. No Western 
bishops were present, but 150 Eastern prelates attended. 
The first president, Meletius of Antioch, died during the 
session of the Council, and was succeeded by Gregory, 
and he, on his resignation, by Nectarius. Among those 
present at the sittings were Gregory of Nyssa and Cyril 
of Jerusalem. According to the prevailing view, the 
result of the Council was the adoption of the Nicene 
creed, with certain additions—a clause directed against 
the tenets of Marcellus, and an expansion of the doctrine 
of the Holy Spirit, in view of the Macedonian develop- 
ment of Arianism. But historical investigation points 
to a different origin of the formula supposed to have 
been adopted at Constantinople. There is good reason 
for doubting whether the so-called Niceno-Constantino- 

1 Socr. ALE, iii, 25, 
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politan creed was the one really subscribed by the Council. 
It seems probable that the Synod of 381 put forth 
no new symbol, but contented itself with acknowledging 
the Nicene creed.t The creed which we usually call 
“Nicene” (Niceno-Constantinopolitan) was probably a 
recension of an older creed, possibly the traditional 
baptismal creed of Jerusalem,’ enlarged by Cyril soon 
after his transition from semi-Arianism to the Homo- 
_ ousion (about 362). It was only at a later time, when 
the Council of 381 was generally recognised as ecumenical, 
that the creed was ascribed to it. “It was to all appear- 
ance reserved for a later time than the age of Chalcedon 
to confuse the ‘creed of the 150’ with the enlarged 
Nicene creed, and thus to complete the fictitious history 
which was begun when the 150 Fathers of Constantinople 
were first reputed to be the authors of the creed, of 
which we may well believe that they had expressed 
approval.”* Thus, in fact, it would seem that the 
Nicene symbol “in its turn gave place to a creed of yet 
more venerable ancestry, the worthiest of those that 
were called forth after a longer experience by the wants 
of a more auspicious time.” There is nothing to show 
why the creed in its present form was attributed to the 
Council of 381. It should be observed in regard to this 
symbol that (1) as compared with the Nicene creed, it 
omits the explanatory clause, €« Tis ovolas Tov maTpos, 
and the anathemas; (2) as compared with later defini- 
tions, there is no assertion of the consubstantiality 
(Homoousion) of the Holy Spirit.” 


1§0 Sozom. H.E. vii. 9. See the arguments of Harnack, Dogmengesch. 
ii. 265 note, and Seeberg, Lehrbuch der Dogmengesch. i. 192 note. Cp. 
Hort, Two dissertations (1876) ; Loofs, Dogmengesch, § 34, 4 note. 

2 See Cyril, Catech. v. 12. 

3 Hort, Two dissertations, p. 115. 

4The attempt to reconcile the Macedonians, of whom thirty-six 
attended the Council, completely failed. See Socr. H.H. v. 8. 
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§ Il. Toe THroLtocy or ATHANASIUS 


Athanasius was born about 296. He was brought up 
at Alexandria and trained in the catechetical school. In 
325 he took a prominent part in the Council of Nicza; 
succeeded Alexander as bishop in 326; and died in 
373. The most elaborate dogmatic work of his later 
years is his series of Orations against the Arians. His 
historical writings, especially the treatises On the decrees 
of the Nicene Synod, and on the Synods of Ariminwm and 
Seleucia, are important as a chief source of information 
respecting the course of the Arian controversy between 
325 and 361. But already at an early age (about the 
year 318) he wrote a work consisting of two essays, 
Against the Heathen and On the Incarnation of the 
Word-—both of them remarkable for their philosophic 
mode of treatment and their strong grasp of the central 
fact of Christianity. The work contra Gentes (ddyos 
cata ‘EXdjvev) is a polemic against heathenism, the 
main purpose of which is to assert the distinct per- 
sonality and transcendence of God; from this mono- 
theistic position Athanasius argues to the existence of a 
Divine Word or Son. The de Incarnatione (epi ths 
evavOpomnoeas Tod Adyov) takes as its starting-point the 
intimate relation that exists between the universe and 
the Logos, regarded as its creator, and as the essential 
revealer of God. 

Before giving any detailed account of this treatise we 
may briefly describe the subsequent literary history of 
the author. To the years between 350-355 belong 
Athanasius’ Apology against the Arians; his letter to a 
friend On the decrees of the Nicene Synod, defending the 
use of the non-scriptural term Homoousion; his de 
sententia Dionysii—designed to refute the pretension of 
Arius and his followers that the doctrine of Dionysius of 
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Alexandria accorded with their own. The Orations were 
written apparently during the third exile, when Athan- 
asius was in hiding in the Nitrian desert. The Letter 
to Epictetus belongs to 371, and is significant as marking 
the point of transition from controversies on the Trinity 
to those which concerned the Incarnation. In this 
letter Athanasius states the faith against positions 
which, in germ at least, are those of Apollinaris and of 
Nestorius respectively—viz. the assertion that Christ’s 


‘body was not truly human but formed out of the essence 


of the Godhead, and the view that the Virgin-born and 
crucified Jesus was a human individual distinct from the 
Word or Son! Athanasius sees in these ideas a retro- 
gression to Docetism, and insists on the necessity of a 
real assumption by God of the human nature which 
needed redemption. : 

We may now return to the two earliest treatises—the 
contra Gentes and the de Incarnatione—in order to form 





some idea of the-s%oint of view from which Athanasius 


regards the T=®4rnation. It may be said at once that 
he is the «Witt Greek Father who seems explicitly to raise 
and t@answer the question Cur Deus homo ? His start- 
ing.Z point is the existence and Deity of the Logos. 
Tyhe existence of the Word was acknowledged by the 
Snighest philosophy of the day ; His Divine subsistence 
was an element in the immemorial tradition of the 
Church. Athanasius aims at exhibiting the continuous 
operation of the Logos in creation, in the preservation of 
the universe, and in the restoration or salvation of man- 
kind. 

In the contra Gentes Athanasius paves the way for his 
doctrine of the Incarnation by insisting on two com- 

1 See ad ZEpict. vii. (against docetic tendencies), and xi, (against 


Nestorian tendencies). Cp. chap. ii. and Dorner, div. i. vol. ii, p. 354 f, 
Bright, S. Ath., Orations against the Arians, introd. p. xcvil, 
eae anes u 
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plementary truths—(1) the transcendence and self- 
sufficiency of God as the immaterial and invisible cause 
of all that exists ;1 (2) His immanence as the principle ne 
order, harmony, and rationality that pervades the universe. 
The principle whereby God is present in the specie 
can be no other than the Logos, not the mere “ sporadic 

Logos of the Stoics, but the very Word (abToXoyos) of 
God Himself, living and operative, “a person distinct 
from the creation ... who ordered the universe and 
enlightens it by His providence,” dya@od marpos dyabos 
AOyos tmdpyevs At this point Athanasius gives to his 
description of the Godhead that ethical turn which 
colours his whole theory of the Incarnation, and is 
specially characteristic of the catholic conception of 
“oad which he represents. The goodness of God— 
that is his keynote. “The God of the universe is by 
nature good and glorious {imépxados); whence also He is 
kind to man. For a good being is incapable of envy ; 
He grudges to none his existence may, He wills the 
existence of all that He may be able to kew His loving- 
kindness to man.” 4 . “ih. 

At this point the transition is made to the uogsidera- 
tion of the Incarnation. God is the fountain of good ; 
He accordingly imparts to His rational creatures t}®¢ 
light of the Logos,—makes them Aoytxol, and possesgors; 
as it were, of “shadows of the Logos.”5 He protects 
them beforehand from failure to attain their true end by 
the gift of a law, and of grace to fulfil it. Why then 
was the Incarnation necessary ? 

1. First, answers Athanasius, because sin appeared, 
and by depriving man of the Logos, deprived him of the 
principle of life. Sin thwarted the purpose of God, and 


1c, Gent. xxviii., xxix, ? Ibid. xxxvi.-xl, 


4 Ibid. xli. The thought is Plato’s: see Tim, 29 E, 
5 de Incarn. iii, 


3 Ibid. xl, 3) Ope cuit, 
Cp. de Incarn, ij, 


! 
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defaced His image in man; but its main consequence 
was death. Man who by continued subjection to, and 
union with, the Logos might have been immortal, became 
by sin subject to the law of natural corruption (pOopa). 
The ethical view of the Incarnation is at once suggested. 
“Tt was our state that was the cause of the great 
descent; our transgression that evoked the loving-kind- 
ness (puravOpwr/av) of the Logos.” 1 What was God to do? 
To have acquiesced in the ruin of His handiwork would 
have been weakness, or want of love; it would have 
been unworthy of His goodness.” Thus Athanasius 
boldly insists that the necessity of redemption lies in the 
perfection of the Divine character. “ But,” it might be 
asked, “if God is good, why was not repentance on man’s 
part sufficient?” Athanasius replies that repentance 
might have been a sufficient remedy for sin viewed 
merely as an act of the will; but repentance was power- 
less to undo the physical effects which sin had wrought. 
‘Men were overwhelmed in their natural corruption, and 
besides there was a just claim of the Creator to be 
satisfied (vii.), Nothing would suffice in such a crisis 
but the very presence of the creative Logos Himself. 
He who had been the creator must needs be the author 
of a new creation; He alone could share the thoughts, 
and sympathise with the purpose of the Father, could 
recognise the unseemliness of the ruin, the pitifulness of 
the misery in which man was involved (vii., viii.). So He 
assumed a body akin to ours, a body capable of death, 
capable also of being an instrument of restoration. This 
sacred body He constituted His organ,’ and by His entire 
appropriation of our nature became our perfect repre- 
sentative before God (ix.). This surely was a work 
1 de Incari. iv. 2 Tbid. vi. s. fin. 


8 Ibid. viii. ev ry mapOévy Karackerdfer éavr@ vadcy 7d oOma Kat 
(Svorotetrat TOTO wamep Bpyavor, K.T.A. 
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“peculiarly suited to God’s goodness”; it was a worthy 
exhibition of love seeking the recovery of the lost. So 
at least does the New Testament describe it (2 Cor. v. 14; 
Heb. ii. 9, etc.).? 

2. Athanasius proceeds (xi—xvi.) to give a second 
reason for the Incarnation. It was necessary not only 
for man’s restoration, but for the revelation of God. 
Man was made for the knowledge of God, and to this 
end was endowed with a share of the Logos, but by sin he 
lost the principle of Divine reason, and in spite of God’s 
witness to Himself in creation and in the law, he 
gradually sank to lower depths of degradation (Psa). 
It was thus necessary that the Logos Himself should 
assume a body, that man might be again renewed after 
His image. If the effaced image was to be restored it 
must be. renewed by the Son of God Himself, as being 
the very image of the Father; if the lost knowledge of 
God was to be recovered, the Word of God must come 
down to man’s level and present Himself by means of 
a human body in the sphere of sense (év yevéoes kal roils 
aicOnrois) in order that through Him man might re- 
cognise the Father (xiii—xv.). And this the Word 
actually accomplished in the Incarnation. “For men’s 
minds having finally fallen to things of sense, the Word 
disguised Himself by appearing in a body, that He might 
as Man transfer men to Himself and centre their senses 
on Himself, and . . . persuade them by the works 
which He wrought that He is not Man only, but also 
God ” (xvi.). 

So far Athanasius has stated the two main functions 
of the incarnate Logos. (1) As the Life He destroys 
the principle of corruption which held man captive; He 
restores to man what he had lost by sin, the boon of 
immortality (¢p0apoia). (2) As the Word of God He 


lide Incarn, x, 
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restores the true knowledge of the Father ‘—this point 
being expanded in chaps. xvii.—xix., with special reference 
to the death of Christ. 

In the following chapters (xx.xxxii.) the Divine 
method of salvation is dealt with in detail, in order to 
exhibit more distinctly the real consequences of Christ’s 
death and resurrection. The central thought of this 
section is that the Logos is in two respects the Head 
and Representative of our race; first, in paying the debt 
‘due for sin, on behalf of all; second, in imparting to the 
human race the fruits of His victory over death,—life 
and incorruption (4p@apoia). Christ assumes the body 
of man in order to pay the debt which all owed (ro 
dperropevoy Tapa mavtwv). For “since it was necessary 
that the debt owing from all should be paid again .. . 
to this end, after giving the proofs of His Godhead from 
His works, He next offered up His sacrifice also on 
behalf of all, yielding His temple to death in the stead 
of all, in order, first, to make men quit and free of their 
old trespass,” and, secondly, to show Himself more 
powerful even than death, displaying His own body 
incorruptible as firstfruits of all” (xx.). Two results in 
fact followed from the death, and were attested by the 
resurrection: (1) “the death of all was accomplished 
(€aAnpodro) in the Lord’s body ”; (2) “death and corrup- 
tion were wholly done away by reason of the Word that 
was united with it” (xx.). 

This chapter summarises Athanasius’ teaching as to 
the purpose of the Incarnation; the thought of redemp- 
tion is the keynote of his theology. His central idea is 

1 Harnack remarks (Dogmengesch. ii. 159) that this is a reproduction of 
the favourite thought of the apologists, but while they insisted chiefly 
on the teaching of Christ, Athanasius regards the person of Christ as the 
real revelation of the Godhead. What nature was powerless to teach man, 


he learned from the actual life and activity of the incarnate Word. 
2 See also chaps. vii., ix., x., where the same thought is developed. 
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that by the Incarnation the Divine Being Himself 
entered into the world of humanity, in order to fulfil its 
obligations, and to lift it into the life of fellowship with 
God—in a word, to “deify” human nature It is in 
this respect that Athanasius seems to advance beyond 
some of the ante-Nicene apologists. They regarded the 
Logos philosophically as the creative and life-giving 
principle of the universe. Athanasius looks upon the 
Logos as essentially the Redeemer and Saviour; the 
philosophical standpoint gives way to, the religious and 
ethical interest.2 Athanasius in fact anticipates the 
Thomist view that the Incarnation was needed only for 
man’s restoration, and was a supreme manifestation of 
Divine pity and love. “ His becoming man,” he says in 
another work, “would never have taken place, had not 
man’s need been present as the cause.”? And here he is 
true to the traditions of the Greek school of apologists, 
especially Justin and the writer to Dzognetus, although 
his estimate of revelation as the means of redemption 
appears qualified and subdued when compared with theirs. 


LChap. liv. atrés yap évnvOpdmrnoer iva huets OeomornPGuer. This is on the 
whole the most characteristic idea of Athanasius. Op. esp. Orat. c. 
Arian. i. 38, 89. atrds viorolncev Huds 7@ marpl, Kal éBcorolnce Toads 
avOpamous, yevomevos atros dvOpwiros. “Ouvx dpa dvOpwiros dy, torepov yéyove 
Geds: GNA Geds dv, torepov yéyovey AvOpwimos, iva wadrov Huds Ocoroijoy. 
Ocorolyors is for Athanasius a heightening of human life, a renewal of 
man after the Divine likeness, not a pantheistic absorption of the human 
in the divine. (See Harnack, op. cit. ii. p. 162 note; ep. Newman, Ath. 
Treatises, ii. p. 88, s.v. ‘‘ Deification.’’) 

* Observe in this connection the importance of the doctrine of creation 
in chaps. i.-iii,, in which the act of creation is ascribed not to the Logos 
but directly to God. To the elder apologists, as to Philo, the characteris- 
tic work of the Logos was that of creation—an idea which tended towards 
dualism, by over-insistance on the thought of mediation between God and 
the creature. Characteristic of Athanasius is the idea expressed in Orat. 
c. Arian. iil. 6, 7d yap tdiov rhs ToD marpds ovclas eorly 6 vids, év G Hh Krlats 
mpds Tov Gedy KarmAdocero, [Harnack, ii. 206 note,] 

5 Orat, c. Arian. ii. 56. 
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The second section of the de Jnearnatione is in large 
measure apologetic; the third section (xxxiii—lv.), even 
polemical. The main interest of both parts, however, is 
that, apart from details, they answer some great & priori 
objections to the actual fact of the Incarnation, and the 
mode of its occurrence. Thus (1) Athanasius deals with 
the somewhat modern difficulty that the Incarnation is 
incompatible with the idea of the Divine infinity (xl., 
xlii.; cp. xvi, xvii). His reply is that though the Logos 
dwelt in the body, He was not pent up init. He did 
not cease to be in the entire creation, as the source of its 
life, and movement, and order. There is nothing absurd 
in the idea that the Word should manifest Himself, as 
in the whole universe, so specially in a part. “For 
humanity too is a part of a whole” (xlii.). And this is 
justified by analogy: for the human mind “though per- 
vading man throughout, is interpreted by a particular 
part of the body, the tongue.” Similarly the Word, 
though pervading the universe, may well use the human 
body as an instrument. (2) Again, it is asked, “Why did 
the Word not manifest Himself through some nobler part 
of the creation than man ?” as if it were unworthy of Him 
to dwell in a mere human body. Athanasius answers that 
the Word came “not to make a display, but to heal and 
instruct the suffering.” It was man alone that had gone 
astray ; “neither sun nor moon nor heaven nor the stars 
nor water nor air had swerved from their order; but 
knowing their artificer and sovereign, the Word, they 
remain ever as they were” (xliii.). The Word became 
man in order to aid him, thus condescending to his 
weakness, and coming as it were to the rescue of the 
storm-tossed universe, by taking His seat at the helm 
and correcting its calamities. Here again it is notice- 
able that Athanasius finds the true answer to a specula- 

1 Ath. refers to a passage of Plato, Polit, 278. 
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tive difficulty in the character of God. (3) Again, 
“Why did not God aid man by mere fiat (vedpate nove) ? 
Why was the Word compelled to assume a body—He 
who had called the creatures into being?” Athanasius 
replies that the question now was not of creating a 
world—calling it out of non-existence, but of restoring 
that which was already existent. “It was not things 
non-existent that needed salvation, so that a bare fiat 
should suffice, but man, already existent, was going to. 
corruption and ruin” (xliv.). Further, the corruption 
had made its seat within the body, “death was engen- 
dered within,” and it was necessary that life also should 
be, as it were, “wedded” (cuprdAaxfvac) to the body, if 
the inherent corruption was to be vanquished and ex- 
pelled. For the life of the Logos is, as it were, the 
asbestos robe protecting the body from the ravages of 
death; it was with good reason, therefore, that the 
Saviour clad Himself with a body, in order that man’s 
mortality might be swallowed up of life.’ 

The whole book concludes (xly. ff.) with a valuable 
summary of the facts of Christian experience as attesting 
the present and victorious energy of the risen Christ ; 
the decay of paganism and its accompanying evils, the 
expulsion of demons, the spiritual triumphs of the faith 
in nations, in society, in the individual character (lii.).2 
“In a word,” says Athanasius, “the achievements of the 
Saviour, resulting from His becoming man, are of such 
kind and number, that if one should wish to enumerate 
them, he may be compared to men who gaze at the 
expanse of the sea and wish to count its waves.” 

So far we have been concerned with Athanasius’ theory 


1The question raised by Athanasius is discussed more fully elsewhere 
(p. 826) ; cp. Greg. Nyss. Orat. cat. mag. xvii. 

? Especially noteworthy is the martyrs’ contempt of death (lii.).. Cp. 
the great passage in chap, xlii.; and Cyprian, ad Donat. 
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of redemption. Dorner makes one criticism which may 
be repeated here, namely, that though the arguments of 
Athanasius imply the completeness of Christ’s human 
nature, he yet makes express mention only of the body, 
_ without any reference to the human soul of Christ.. He 
regards our Lord rather as the Logos veiled in human 
flesh, than as the man passing through the different 
stages of human probation and development. In this 
respect he seems to fall short of his own conception of 
the Incarnation—that it was no mere theophany, but 
an actual participation in the lot and sufferings of man.2 
It is, in fact, characteristic of Athanasius that he 
habitually looks upon the Logos as the sole motive, 
“hegemonic,” personal principle in the God-man. To him 
Christ is the indivisible God-man, the Divine Saviour 
and Enlightener, essentially one with the God whom He 
manifests. -Here is a point of contrast between Athana- 
sius and the Antiochene school (Arius and afterwards 
Nestorius). To the latter, salvation seemed to consist 
not so much in essential fellowship with Deity, as in the 
knowledge of God coming to the aid of human freedom; 
- and Christ was accordingly regarded less as the Logos in- 
carnate than as the perfect, inspired man, communicating 
a revelation of Divine truth to men. The interest of 
Athanasius, in a word, was ethical and religious; that of his 
opponents in the Arian struggle was mainly intellectual.* 

From Athanasius’ doctrine of the Incarnation we pass 
to his anti-Arian polemic and his conception of the Trinity. 


1 Substantially the same soteriology is found in Orat. c. Arian. i. 40-48, 
ii, 67-70. 

2 Dorner, Person of Christ, div. i, vol. ii. p. 259. But Harnack (Dog- 
mengesch. ii. 213 note) points out that in Orad. iii. 30, odp§ is expressly 
explained as meaning ‘‘human nature” in its totality. The verity of 
Christ's human soul was asserted by the Council of Alexandria (362), the 
doctrine being further developed by Hilary. 

3 Harnack, ii. 161 f. 
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His method of dealing with Arianism consists in a 
clear development of its consequences. Thus, for ex- _ 
ample—(1), if Arius be right, the doctrine of an eternal 
Trinity is false: there was a time when the Godhead 
was, aS it were, incomplete (€AXevm7js), and the sacred 
Triad only attains completeness by the inclusion within 
itself of a created being—once non-existent, now deified 
and worshipped. An alien substance (&évn at addotpia 
dics) is introduced into the sphere of Deity; a pagan 
addition is made to the fulness of the Godhead.* (2) 
Again, the Fatherhood of God cannot have been an 
eternal fact. There was a time when He as yet did not 
possess His Logos and Radiance (jv mote ddoyos, Kal, 
pas av, ddpeyyns Hv)2 (3) Further, the worship of an 
Arian Christ is in principle merely polytheistic. It is 
the worship of two Gods, one increate, the other created.* 
On the other hand, if Arius be right the worship of the 
Church is heathenish. (4) Finally, if the Logos be 
merely a creature, and therefore alterable in character 
(rperros), he can neither reveal the Father nor unite 
man to God.* It is this last consideration on which 
Athanasius lays the greatest stress. His strong soterio- 
logical interest prompts him to grasp, and forcibly point 
out, the real issue at stake, namely, the question whether 
the Son be a creature or not. “Divine Sonship and 
creatureliness,” he says in effect, “are ideas incompatible 
with each other.”® The essential meaning of “Son” in 
relation to Deity must imply consubstantiality of essence. 
The Arian insistance on posteriority to the Father 
assumed a condition, namely, ¢ime, which could not exist in 
the case of God. If Christ, in fact, be literally a Son, 


! Orat. c. Arian. i. 17, 18. 2 Ibid, 24, 25. 

3 Orat. iii. 16. This is a favourite anti-Arian thesis. Cp., ¢g., Bas. 
Cres. Hp. coxliil. 4, rodvOeta xexpdrnxe: péyas Peds map’ abrots Kal puxpéos. 

4 See Orat, i. 35, and ii. 67, 70. 5 Cp. Orat, ii. 2; 20, 73. 
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He must be what the Father is. No creature could 
mediate between God and man; could unite the 
creature to the Creator; could bestow the grace of 
adoption—adoptive sonship implying a real, essential 
sonship.+ 

Athanasius’ general method of explaining expressions 
which implied the creatureliness of the Son, and which 
accordingly were pressed by the Arians, was to refer them 
to His manhood. As man, Christ ig “exalted” for us : 
as man He “receives”; as man He is “anointed”; as 
man He was “created the beginning of the ways of 
God” ;? as man He is called “firstborn of creation.” 3 
In short, all such expressions as qroseiv, yévecOau, «rite, 
«.7.d., are to be referred to “the ministry and the 
economy” of the Word.* In the third Oration various 
New Testament statements are examined, especially such 
as imply human limitations in the incarnate Word? 
These (such is Athanasius’ usual line of interpretation) 
are to be looked at ethically as instances of condescen- 
sion to man’s weakness and ignorance,’ not as implying 
any failure of power or knowledge in the Word. 

In Athanasius’ positive doctrine of the Trinity. the 
following points are important :— 

(1) We notice his tenacious hold on the doctrine of 
the monarchia. His starting-point is the statement pia 

1 Orat. ii, 24, 34, 35, 66-69. Cp. Newman, Ath. Treatises, ii. 35. 

? Orat. i. 41 (Phil. ii. 9), 46 (Ps. xlv. 7f.), 58 ff. (Prov. viii. 22; Heb. 
1, 4and iii. 1). The discussion of Prov. viii. 22 LXX. ktpios ékricéy pe 
dpxhv bdwv atrod eis tpya atrot, takes up a large part of Orat. ii., see 
esp. li. 50. 

3 Col. i. 15 ; see Orat. ii. 62. 4 Orat. i. 62. 

° See esp. ili. 27 for a list of Arian ‘‘stock” passages. 

6 jii. 37 ff. deals with the subject of Christ’s supposed ignorance (S. Mk. 
xiii. 32). On this point (see below, p. 299) Ath. speaks uncertainly. In 
iii, 48 he simply says, os péev Aébyos ywwoKer, ws de dyOpwmros dyvoel 
avOpwomov yap tvoy To dyvoetv. But see other suggestions in 48. In iii, 53 
Ath. allows the idea of wpexory in Christ. 
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apy) Ocdtntos.. Yet within this unity there are imoaTa- 
ces, “ Persons” really subsistent (odcvdders),” not divided, 
or of different nature, but inter-related and inter- 
dependent, the Son being related to the Father as 
stream to fountain or radiance to light. Athanasius, 
indeed, approaches the Sabellian position when he says 
that S. Jo. x. 30, Land the Father are one, demonstrates 
the identity (tadtétnTa) of the Godhead, while S. Jo. 
xiv. 10, I am in the Father and the Father im Me, proves 
the unity of the substance (évérnTa ‘ris odcias). But 
this passage (Orat. iii. 3) is followed by one expressly 
repudiating the Sabellian view.” 

(2) The Son is érepoovovos TOY yevnTay, and 6jL000aL0S 
Kad éx THs ovalas TOD TaTpos. He shares the unchange- 
ableness (ro dtpemTov Kal advaddolwrtov) of the Divine 
substance. It is noticeable that in the Orations Athana- 
sius avoids the term duoovcvov. He was concerned 
with facts rather than with names, and he adheres 
closely to Scripture both in argument and statement. 
He frequently uses the phrases 6uovos Kat’ odciav, opolas 
ovaias (e.g. Orat. i. 20, 21, ii, 42), perhaps with a view 
of conciliating the semi-Arians; and even adopts the 
term Swouos (Orat. i. 9, ii. 17); or amapadraktos eix@v 
(i. 26); even Spuoos kata mavta (ii. 18, 22). The fact 
is that he is penetrated by the Platonistic idea of the 
immeasurable gulf that separates the Creator from the 
creature ; if the Son be ranged on the side of the Father, 
He is thereby set over against the creature (ii. 20). 


1 See esp. Orat. iv. 1; cp. ili. 15, and ii. 10. 

2 Ath. has no word for ‘‘persons.” He uses dvo or rpla, as the case 
requires, See the important passage Orat. iv. 1. 

3 Cp. Haupos. jid. i., where he rejects the notion of a viordrwp. The Son 
is ék THs ovclas Tod marpéds, Udioy THs ovclas yévynua. The Son has one and 
the self-same substance with the Father. Cp. Orat. i. 22, éywv éx rod 


marpos Thy TavToryTa, and Orat. iii, 36, 4 Too viod Pedrys Tod marpds Oedrns 
early, 
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(3) As to the Divine yévvnovs, human analogies are 
expressly excluded (i. 14). The Divine generation— 
here we have an Origenistic thought—is an eternal and 
necessary process in the Godhead: dozrep dyads dei Kat 
Th dice, obtws del yevyntiKes TH ioe 6 maTHp (Orat. 
iii. 66; cp. iv. 4). But the process is not “necessary ” 
in any mechanical sense. The term BovArjcer is, indeed, 
disallowed (iii. 63), but only because “the Logos is 
Himself the living Will (f@ca Bova») of the Father, by 
‘which all things were made.” The “nature” of God 
transcends the categories proper to human nature: 
(iii. 62, 80@ ody Tod KTicpaTos 6 vids bTrépKerTaL, TOT OTH 
kal ths Bovdjcews TO Kata picw. 63, 6 pr é« Bovdy- 
sews Umdpyav Gers. ob Bovdijcet, ara fvoer TOV WOvov exer 
Noyov).t While, however, Athanasius passes beyond the 
ante-Nicene subordinatianism, the element of dtrrotayr) 
involved in the Son’s derivation from the Father is recog- 
nised in Orat. i. 58, where S. John xiv. 28 is explained: 
the Father is “greater” than the Son, not in dignity 
‘nor in priority of time, but only dia tyv €& avrod Tod 
matpos yevynow. In general, Athanasius employs the 
somewhat concrete language of his predecessors when it 
suits his purpose; thus he speaks of the Son as dice 
yévunyua (iii. 67)2 But his aim seems to be to insist 
on the actual objective subsistence of the Logos, who is 
a living person; not like a human word, unsubstantial 
(dvurdatatos), but Aoyos Fav and évovatos copia.” 


1 See the whole discussion iii. 62-66. In 66 we have a new mode of 
statement. ‘The Son is not d6édnros T@ marpl, but Oehdmuevds éorivy mapa 
rot Ilarpés. He is derived from the Father ‘‘with the Father’s pleasure.” 

2 So Orat. ii. 24, and Expos. fid. 3, yévynua xara piow rédevor. 

3 de Synod. xli. Cp. Greg. whey Orat. cat. mag. i. The eapos. fid. i. 
gives a clear summary of Ath.’s doctrine as follows: We believe in God 
the Father, cat els va povoyer Myov, coplay, vidv éx rod Ilarpds dvdpyws 
Kad didivs yeyerynpévov, Adyor dé od mpopopiKdy, ov« évdidOerov, ovK dmrdppovav 
rod Tedelov, od TuRow Tis dmabods picews, ob're mpoBodijy, ANN vidy avrorehh, 
. Cavrd Te Kal evepyodvra, Thy adnOuwhy eixdva Tod arpés, lodripov Kal loddotorv 
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(4) There are various important statements touching 
the person and work of the incarnate Christ, especially 
in the Oratwns. In brief, Athanasius teaches that the 
Logos became man,—did not merely visit a man (Orat. 
iii. 30, GvOpwrros yéyove, Kal ov« eis avOpwtrov 7AOev). 
In His person two natures were united without confu- 
sion ; He was not turned into flesh (ad EHpict. viii.), but 
appeared in flesh, and made His flesh the instrument of 
His wonder-working power. In virtue of the unity of 
His person, all the acts and sufferings of the manhood 
are to be attributed to the Logos. One Divine person 
acts both Oeixas Kal avOpwrives (Orat. iii. 35). Even 
the manhood is an object of worship, because it belongs 
inalienably to the uncreated Logos (c. Apoll. i. 6). In the 
Incarnation there was a real union of our manhood with 
Deity, whereby sin was destroyed, and humanity set free 
from its corruption, and made immortal. His death was 
the death of all—a ransom (Avtpov) for us (Orat. i. 45). 
His victorious life also is ours, in virtue of our incorporation 
into Him (Orat. i. 61, jets @s ctoowpos Tuyyavovtes 
kat éxelvo owSoueOa). Christ is in virtue of His Incarna- 
tion the source to man of Divine knowledge, the pattern of 
holiness, the bestower of forgiveness and of the Holy Spirit 
(Orat. i. 12, 16, 51; ii 65; iii. 23-25). In all this 
line of thought Athanasius closely adheres to what has 
been called the “Johannine” type of theology,—that 
which appears in Ignatius, the writer to Diognetus, and 
Ireneus.* The Logos has really entered into abiding 


(S. Jo. v. 23) . . . Oedv ddnOuvdv ek Ocod ddAnOwv0d (18. Jo. v. 20)... Tap- 
ToKpdropa éx mavroKpdropos mavrwy yap &v kpxer 6 marhp kal xparel, dpxer 
kal xparet kal 6 vids: Sdos & bArov, Suovos TS warpl dv, ds Pyar 6 Kvptos 
(S. Jo, xiv. 9)... éyevv}On dé dvexdpdorws kat drepworrws, K.7.d. Obs. 
toAth. the words dedrqs, odcla, brdécracts, lddrys THs ovolas, K.T.r., are, in re- 
lation to the Godhead, practically synonymous. Op. esp. tom. ad Antioch. vi. 

?The work ascribed to Athanasius c. Apoll. i. 8, illustrates the 
‘‘pneumatic ” tendency of A.’s Christology. 
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communion with men; He is very God, and therefore, 
through our union with Him, effectually restores our 
nature and lifts it into the state of salvation, by uniting 
it to God, or, to use Athanasius’ own word, by “ deifying” 
it (Orat. ii. 66, 67, 69, 70; cp. i. 34; ad Epict. vii.) 
It only remains briefly to notice some general char- 
acteristics of the theology and mental habit of this 
great teacher. 
Perhaps the most impressive feature of his writings is 
-the ethical conception of God which marks them. Arius 
spoke of 76 dyévuntov as if it was an adequate synonym 
for Gedrns. Athanasius insists that the phrase is not 
scriptural. We are rather taught to pray to “Our 
Father.” Nor ought we simply to ask what God might 
conceivably have done; for He is not bare power” Nor 
is He subject in any mechanical sense to necessity. He 
is essentially loving and good, merciful, and full of care 
for men. The difference between Athanasius and the 
Arians lay in this profoundly different conception of God. 
“They, from the metaphysical standpoint denied the 
possibility of a Divine Sonship; but to Athanasius 
“omnipotence is not the synonym of God conceived as 
Godhead. The terms in which He is construed are 
ethical, and the ethical Deity can never live out of 
relations or secluded from those who need Him.”*® The 
Arian struggle did indeed constitute a very critical stage 
1 See generally Harnack, Dogmengesch. ii. 203-214. Harnack has much 
severe criticism of Athanasius’ doctrine of the Trinity—its ‘“ absurdities,” 
« eontradictions,” etc.—which could not be profitably discussed in this 


place. See Dogmengesch. ii, 218-221, 

2 Orat. ii. 68, oxoreiv Se? 7d Tots dvOpismrots KvowTENody Kal wh ev waar TO 
Suvarov Tod Geod AoylferOas. 

8 Orat. iii. 62, dromdy ears Aéyew él Oeob avaryKny. 

4Orat. i. 63; ii. 65, 77; cp. iii, 8, dyabds év Kal kndduevos Tov 
avOpwrwr. 

5 Fairbairn, Christ in Modern Theol. p. 421. See a magnificent passage 
in Greg, Nyss. Orat. cat. mag. Xx. 
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in the development of the Christian doctrine of God, and 
it is difficult to exaggerate the influence and importance 
of Athanasius’ conception of God,—a conception which, 
as we have noticed, was a heritage from the earliest 
Greek school of apologists. 

It is noticeable too that Athanasius starts from Church 
tradition as a basis: facts, he says, are more important 
than statements; ovcias are prior to Xé£es.1 He com- 
plains that Arians fail to understand the terms & and 
dwotov in the sense proclaimed by the Church? He 
refers to the regular catechetical instruction of the 
Church as the main element in the formation of Christian - 
faith ;3 to the “apostolic tradition”; to the ecclesiastical - 
rule (xavév) or definition (cxo7ros) which is, as it were, 
“an anchor of the faith.”* He maintains that at Nica 
the assembled prelates did but “publish the sound and 
ecclesiastical faith.” “For what the Fathers have of old 
delivered—that is truly doctrine; and this certainly is 
the token of [true] teachers, to confess the same thing 
with one another, and to vary neither among themselves, 
nor from the Fathers.” 

Finally, Athanasius did much to check the tendency 
of his contemporaries towards theological development in 
a wrong and unprofitable direction. The teaching of 
Origen, as developed by his pupils, was leading to a 
“secularisation” of the faith at least in the sense that 
Christian truth was gradually being transformed into a 
philosophic system of cosmology. In the East this move- 
ment was already strongly marked. Probably the result of 
Athanasius’ work was to arrest this tendency : by recalling 
the consciousness of the Church to the central fact that in 
the incarnate Son God Himself had visited and redeemed 

1 Orat. ii, 8. 2 Orat. iii. 10. 
8 Orat. ii. 84; cp. ad Epict. iii. 
* Orat. iii. 28, 85, 58; ep. de decret, Nic. iii, iv. 
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His people. To the great realities of sin, judgment, death, 
redemption, and salvation was again assigned their right- 
ful prominence. Athanasius was in fact more or less in 
conscious antagonism to the “higher thought” and specu- 
lation of the Church. His wanderings in exile among the 
hermits and monks of the desert enabled him perhaps to 
measure the importance of those unseen forces which 
keep faith alive and vigorous: the mortified lives, vigils, 
and prayers of the faithful; the secret work of the Holy 
‘Spirit leading men to the knowledge and love of God. 


§ III. Finan FormMvuLATION oF THE NICENE THEOLOGY 


The final formulation of the Nicene theology was the 
work of the celebrated theologians of Cappadocia, Basil 
of Caesarea (abp. 370, d. 379), his brother Gregory of 
Nyssa (bp. 370, d. 394),* and Gregory of Nazianzum 
(b. 329, d. 389 or 390). This important work was 
proceeding, speaking broadly, between the years 370 and 
394, and its result was the provisional settlement of the 
terminology of the doctrine of the Trinity, on the basis 
of the Nicene symbol (cpoovc.ov). The Cappadocians 
brought to this task a wide and accurate knowledge of 
current Greek philosophy; they not only inherited the 
theology of Origen, but had also close connections with 
the highest thought and culture of contemporary paganism, 
Basil and Gregory of Nazianzum having studied in youth 

1 Greg. Nyssen’s Oratio catechetica magna contains a profound and acute 
treatment of the Incarnation, dealing not only with the personality of the 
Logos and Spirit (i.—iii.), but also with wider aspects of the Incarnation 
in its relation to the problem of evil (v.—vii.), and to the character of 
God. Especially valuable is his chapter (ix.) on the moral glory of the 
kévwors (ep, xxiv.), and his discussion of some speculative difficulties as 
to the method of the atonement, etc. Like Athanasius, Gregory takes as 
his foundation the goodness of God (xix., xx.). Cp. Antirrh. xlii. 


Nelrerat drep dy TG cKoT@ THs PiravOpwrlas cupBalyy, TodTo eddoydrepov 
mepl Tov Oedy olecOat. See also Harnack, Dogmengesch. ii. 162 ff. 
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at Athens with Julian, afterwards emperor, for their 
fellow-student. 

The Cappadocians take as their starting-point the © 
Homoousion. Basil indeed acknowledges that he had felt 
a difficulty in the use of the term. He would have 
preferred some such phrase as dmaparraKrtas 6uowos KaT 
oiciav,; but he was induced to accept the Homoousion, 
possibly through the influence of Apollinaris, who seems 
to have suggested that opoovows might imply both 
rabtéTns and érepdtns ovcias. Accordingly Basil else- 
where declares that both épozov and avdporov, as words 
implying mere quality, are inapplicable to the Godhead. 
He accepts the duoovcrov as “an heir of the Fathers of 
Nicea”: the term implies the identity of the Divine 
substance (tadréTnta THs pvcews), for the “unity” of 
the Godhead is not proclaimed in Scripture in such wise 
as to exclude the idea of Sonship, but in opposition to the 
notions of polytheistic paganism.2 Together, however, 
with the Homoousion the Cappadocians accept the current 
phrase tpels troordces,—a phrase which may be said 
to be distinctive of the neo-Nicene school,—and_ their 
task is to co-ordinate it with the older Nicene insistance 
on the Homoousion. In doing this they adhere to the 
Christology of Origen,—holding firmly to the separate 
hypostasis of the Son and of the Holy Spirit. 

The results of their work are perhaps embraced in the 
following summary. 

(1) The terms ovoda and trdctacws are now sharply 
distinguished. ovoéa receives a sense midway between 
that of abstract “substance” and the concrete “individual 

1See Hp. ix. 3. 

2 Bas. Epp. viii. 3, lii, 1. For passages insisting on the ‘* Monarchia,” 
see also Greg. Naz. Orat. xxix. 2. Here povapyla is explained odx iy & 
meprypipe mpbowmov, a\N tv pioews omoriyuta ocuvlornor, Kal yarns 


ctumvoi, Kal radrorys Kwhoews, Kal wpds TO év rev €& adrod ctyvevors. Cp. 
Orat. xxxi. 14. 
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being,” inclining to the former. wtroctacis receives a 
sense midway between “ person” and “attribute,” inclin- 
ing to the former. mpdcwoy is avoided, though not 
actually repudiated, as admitting of a Sabellian connota- 
tion. The phrase finally adopted is ula odada (or Oeorns) 
év Tpiciv vroatdcecw, A typical passage is the follow- 
ing from Basil’s Epistles: otoia 5& kal broctacus tavrTny 
éxer THY Svadhopay Hy exer TO Kowdv Tpds TO KAO’ ExacTor" 
oiov @s éyer TO Cov mpds Tov Seiva avOpwrov. Ata 
TovUTO ovciay wev piav émt THs OeoTHTOs opodoyovmer 
ore Tov Tov elvat Noyov pH Siadhopws amrodidovat, d7d- 
otacw 6é ididlovcar, ty dovyyvTos Niv Kai TeTpavapéevy 
7) TEpt TATpOs Kal Viod Kal aylov TVEvpaTos evvoLa évuTapY.* 
In order to guard the unity of the Divine essence Gregory 
of Nyssa speaks of three “modes of subsistence” (rpdzrox 
tmdpfews); and it is held to be allowable to speak of 
each blessed. Person as subsisting év idlq troorace:.” 

(2) The distinctions of the three Persons are secured 
by distinguishing between what was common to all 
(kowov), and what was peculiar to each (io, To Tov 
Tpocwonayv idiatov [Bas. Ep. cxxxvi. 6], idvotns, idimpa, 
idvoTnTEs yvopiotiKat [ Lp. xxviii. 5] or yapaxtypifovcar). 
Thus “common to all the Three is the being increate (Ta 
Ly yeyovévat Kal 7 Oedrns); to the Son and Spirit, deriva- 
tion from the Father; peculiar to the Father is 7 ayer- 
vnola; to the Son, 9 yévvnows ; to the Spirit, 7 éxmepyris 
or éxrdpevors.” 3 

(3) The ante-Nicene idea of the ministerial subordina- 
tion of the Son is almost wholly set aside.* To each Person 


1 Hp. ccxxxvi. 6. Op, xxxviil. 5 and exxy. 1. Greg. Nyss. Orat. cat. 
mag. i., calls this a ‘‘technical distinction.” Obs. déois is admitted 
as equivalent to otcla. See Bas. Hp. ccx. 4; Greg. Naz. Orat. xxiii. 11, 
XXxili. 16. 

2 Bas. Ep. exxv. 1. 3 Greg. Naz. Orat. xxv. 16, xli. 9. 

4 Greg. Naz. Orat. xxx. 5, does indeed explain ‘‘the subordination ” as 
- Christ’s fulfilment of His Father’s will, but lays no stress on the statement. 
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is assigned the exercise of Divine attributes, the possession 
of the common substance of Deity. There is further an 
inseparable “identity of operation ” (évepyelas tavToTNs) 
on the part of the Divine Three which implies equality 
in glory, rank, and majesty (ouormuia). Thus Basil 
declares “the Father and the Son and the Holy Ghost 
alike sanctify, quicken, enlighten, comfort, and effect all 
else of the same kind. . . . So likewise all other opera- 
tions are equally wrought in the saints by the Father 
and the Son and the Holy Ghost.”! «The only subordina- 
tion of the Son acknowledged by the Cappadocian Fathers 
is that which depends on the derivation of the Son’s 
essence, and this truth is carefully guarded. “The Son,” 
says Nazianzen, “is a Son and therefore not unoriginate 
(ov« dvapyos), for He is of the Father. But if there be a 
thought of a beginning in time (ad ypovov apyn) He 
also is dvapyos. For the creator of time cannot be 
subject to time”? Again, “the Son and Spirit are not 
unoriginate as to cause, but unoriginate in respect of 
time.”? The Son in fact derives His being from the 
Father, but the entire essence of Deity is in each Person, 
though each possesses it in a different mode. From this 
point of view the Father is aizvos, the Son and Spirit are 
aitvata; but there is no difference or inequality between 
the Divine Three; rather there is “a continuous and 
inseparable communion.”* This doctrine of the insepar- 
able operation of the three Persons is specially character- 
istic of Gregory Nyssen. He seems to be a Platonic 
realist, believing in the unity of God as he believes in 

1 Hp. clxxxix. 7. So 8, “The identity of their operations suggests the 
unity of the substance.” Cp. Greg. Nyss. Quod non sint tres Dit [Migne], 
P.G. 45, p. 1250; de comm. not. 1800. 


2 Orat. xxxix. 12; ep. Orat. xx. 7. 
3 Orat. xxix. 8. 


4 Bas. Hp, xxxviii. 4, cuvexns tis kal ddvdomacros Kowwvla. For atrios and 
alruard, see Greg. Nyss. de comm. not. [Migne], 1800. Cp. Loofs, § 34, 5. 
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the unity of man.1. “The idea of God, or of the Deity, 
is one, indivisible; there exists but one simple Divine 
essence; the plurality within the Godhead does not affect 
this essence itself, but merely the hypostases, each of 
which contains the entire essence. It is incorrect, there- 
fore, to speak as though the Divine essence were itself a 
plurality.” Strictly and scientifically speaking, we cannot 
conceive of one Person apart from the two others. The 
very mention of the “Son” implies the existence of the 
Father and of the Spirit, but we must not attribute that 
. to the one essence which is predicable solely of the 
separate hypostasis. In the Holy Trinity all Divine 
activity proceeds forth from the Father, advances onward 
through the Son, and reaches its perfection in the Holy 
Spirit. Neither in time, place, will, nor work are the 
Persons separated.” 

It is evident that these writers felt a real difficulty 
in repelling the charge that they taught tritheism. 
Gregory seems to meet the objection when he suggests 
that idea of interpenetration, or mutual permeation of 
the Divine Three (epuvy#pnots), which was distinctly 
- formulated by later theologians. Basil deprecates the 
connection with Deity of strictly numerical ideas.* 
Gregory Nazianzen even apologises for the distinction 
of three Persons in the Deity. “This,” he declares, “is 
the peculiar nature of things simple—not to be like 
some one thing, and unlike another; . . . the property 
[of a simple thing] is to be rather something self-identical 
than a thing that resembles another” (radrov padrov 7 
adowolwpa).* The three Persons, he elsewhere says, are 

1 See Quod non sint [Migne], pp. 117-119; de comm. not. 1800 ff. 
Cp. Dorner, diy. i. vol. ii, pp. 315 ff, 

2 See Quod non sint, p. 125 0, 

3 Epp. ccxiv., XXXviii. 

_ 4 Greg. Naz. Orat. xxx. 20, Cp. xxxix, 11. It would seem that Greg. 

Naz. popularised the new phraseology. 
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three in respect of their peculiar properties (é8cdrnTes) ; 
they may be called érocrdces or rpocwra indifferently, 
—there is no need to dispute about words; but they are 
one in respect of essence or Deity. “The distinctions 
between Him of whom, Him through whom, and Him in 
whom, do not divide the substance, but are modes of 
characterising the distinctive characteristics (éSvorntas) 
of one unconfused substance.” To deny, says Basil, the 
unity of essence is to fall into polytheism; to disallow 
the separate individuality of the hypostases,? is to subside 
into Judaism. 

Thus the theology of the Homoousion is developed 
by the Cappadocians under Origenistic influences. 
The intermediate stage between their work and that of 
Athanasius may be traced in the careful dogmatic 
statement of Basil of Ancyra and others preserved by 
Epiphanius (Her. lxxiti. 12-22)3 which makes an effort 
to fix more exactly the sense of the terms ovoéa and 
timéotacis, in relation to the Son. The word brdctacis 
is defended (chap. 16) as having been used by the Easterns, 
iva tas idwuoTnTas TOY TpocwoToy bhertaocas Kal brap- 
xovcas yvwpicwow. Basil here makes an advance on 
Athanasius, and the Cappadocians develop the hint of 
Basil. The great interest of their work lies in the fact 
that from the standpoint of the current Platonistic 
philosophy of the day, they laboured to find a really scien- 
tific expression for the Nicene doctrine. Their success 
represents the victory of Platonism over a dry and formal 
Aristotelianism ; the alliance, at least for a time, of the 
highest learning of the time with the catholic faith. 
Athanasius survived long enough to witness the triumph 
of the cause to which he had devoted his life; and the 

1 Greg. Naz. Orat. xxxix. 12. 


270 ldlagov Trav broctdcewr, Hp. cx. 5, 
8 See a long note in Harnack, J.c. ii. 249. Cp. Loofs, § 34, 1, 
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Cappadocians always acknowledged him as the represen- 
tative par excellence of catholic orthodoxy.’ They them- 
selves certainly deserve the praise which has been justly 
given them for the sobriety and moderation with which 
they accomplished their difficult work. They never lose 
sight of the fact that they are face to face with mystery; ” 
nevertheless they energetically assert that a real know- 
ledge of God is possible. “The spirit of modesty just 
alluded to prevented them from treating as settled that 
which was still unsettled, impelled them to continue 
their investigations into the true idea of hypostasis, and 
to give free play to all attempts to further a solution, 
provided only that the interests of Christology were kept 
in sight, and that neither mixture nor separation, neither 
Sabellianism nor Arianism (or tritheism) were favoured 
and aided.” 3 


1 Op. Harnack, J:c. ii. 256,267. See esp. Bas. Ep. lxvi., written about 
two years before Athanasius’ death. 
"2 See, e.g., Greg. Nyss. Orat. cat. mag. iii.; Greg. Naz. Orat. xxix. 8. 

3 Dorner, Person of Christ, div. i. vol. ii. p. 381. I ought not to close 
these sections without referring the student to the admirable and 
_ exhaustive account of Athanasius, his theology, life, and times, contained 
in Mr. Robertson’s prolegomena to Athanasius [Nicene and post-Nicene 
Fathers, ser. 2]. In regard to the neo-Nicene terminology, see the pro- 
legomena to Gregory of Nyssa in the same series and the recent monograph 
by Mr. Bethune-Baker on The Meaning of Homoousios in the Constantino- 
politan Creed (Teats and Studies, vol. vii. No. 1), 
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§ I, APOLLINARIANISM 


The century which closed with the Council of Constanti- 
nople (381) had been entirely absorbed, not in Christo- 
logical, but in Trinitarian controversy. But “ Christology 
was the perennial motive of the Trinitarian efforts.”! The 
formulation of the Christian idea of God must necessarily 
precede the construction of theory as to Christ’s person, 
and the work of the Nicene Fathers practically amounted 
to a restatement of the Christian doctrine of God. . The 
doctrine of the Divine unity and transcendence had been 
supplemented by clearer statements not only of the 
immanence of the Logos, which was a kind of prophecy 
of the Incarnation, but also of the relationships subsisting 
within the Godhead. | 

At the point we have now reached, the problems which 
emerge are more strictly Christological. Not of course 
that the doctrine of Christ’s person had been ignored 
during the Nicene struggle. The great writers who 
defended the tradition of the Church were deeply con- 
scious at least of the reality of redemption. They had 
an intuition of Christ’s person, practically identical with 
that which Ireneus and Tertullian had so richly 
developed. The catholic conception of redemption 
implied nothing less than an assumption by the Divine 
Logos of human nature in its entirety. To Athanasius, 
for instance, who may be regarded as representing the 
Alexandrine view of our Lord’s person and work, Jesus 
Christ is the representative Man in whom human nature 
was enabled to do and to bear what was entirely above 
its native strength; in whom, as the first-fruits of our 
race, all men died unto sin, and were exalted into the 
life of Divine fellowship.? As Athanasius often insists, 

1 Dorner, div. i. vol. ii. p. 332, 


* 2Seeesp. the de Incarn. and Orat, i. 41-438, 46, 47; ii. 61, 67, 68; ili. 33, 
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the Logos made His own all that is human ; Marcellus 
taught that in Christ there was a special operation of the 
Logos, but catholic writers could be content with nothing 
short of an entire assumption of humanity by the Logos. 
Hitherto, however, the full significance of this position 
had hardly been acknowledged. Athanasius, for instance, 
had insisted much upon the assumption by the Word of 
human flesh, as the temple or organ of Deity ; and had 
gone so far as to explain that the word oap& in S. John 
i. 14 implied the perfection of human nature, a true 
human soul as well as body. The doctrine of the verity 
of Christ’s human soul was in fact asserted by the Council 
of Alexandria, but the bearing of this verity on the unity 
of Christ’s person had as yet hardly been faced. The 
importance of the doctrine of the human soul of Christ 
seems to have occurred to Eustathius of Antioch, who 
composed a work on the Soul? but Athanasius, while 
maintaining against the Arians the completeness of 
Christ’s human nature, and His consequent possession of 
a human soul, yet shrank from giving prominence to the 
logical consequence that Christ, in His human nature, 
was possessed of real freedom of choice, and really under- 
went moral probation and development. 

The problem as to the unity of Christ’s person—the 
question how the Divine Logos could have assumed 
human nature in its completeness—was forced upon the 
Church by the attempted solution of APOLLINARIS or 
Apollinarius, bishop of Laodicea, a man of cultured and 
philosophic mind, a gifted exponent of Scripture, and a 
devoted adherent of Athanasius and the Nicene theology. 
He conceived that the problem might be solved by 


34; iv. 38, etc. Cp. similar statements in Greg. Nyss. Orat. cat. mag. xVi., 
xxxii., xxxvi., etc. Hilary, passages in Dorner, div. i.|vol. ii. notes 81, 82. 
1 Thus in Orat c. Arian. iii. odpé is explained to mean dvOpwros. 
2 See Dorner, div. i. vol. ii, note 60. — 


APOLLINARIANISM 373 


2 


simple denial of the existence of a reasonable soul (voids) 
in Christ's human nature. For it is noticeable that 
Apollinaris intended to represent Christ’s human 
nature as impersonal—a doctrine which the Church 
ultimately accepted. He believed himself to be express- 
ing the mind of Christendom, his aim being on the basis 
of Nicene doctrine to construct a scientific Christology. 

1. What, then, was the error of Apollinaris? It 
originated no doubt partly in his fear’ of Arianism, 
partly in his anxiety to vindicate the unity of Christ’s 
person, but partly also in a false psychology. He 
regarded the vods in man as the seat of sinful instincts, 
and he was supremely anxious to guard the immutability 
(rd &tperrov) of Christ’s human will. “For where,” he 
said, “there is perfect (or complete) manhood there is 
sin.”! “Mankind is saved not by the assumption of a 
reasonable soul, and an entire manhood, but by the 
assumption of flesh, whose natural property it is to be 
under guidance (siyepoveverGar) ; and the flesh needed an 
immutable soul (vods), not succumbing to it (the flesh) 
through weakness of knowledge, but conforming it with- 
_ out violence to itself.” 

(a) Accordingly Apollinaris accepts the Arian account 
of Christ’s person, namely, that the Logos united to Himself 
a body of flesh without reasonable soul, in order to turn 
the doctrine against its advocates, who gave special pro- 
minence to the creaturely “mutability” or freedom of 
choice (7d tpemrov) of the Logos. He felt it necessary to 
exclude every element of free choice from Christ’s 
humanity. In effect he says to the Arians, “ Christ is, as 
you say, the Logos appearing in human flesh and ful- 
filling the part of the soul; but He is noé, as you main- 
tain, a mere creature. He is Divine, and therefore 


1[Ath.] c Apoll. i. 2. Greg. Nyss. Antirrh. ¢, Apoll. xl, (a very 
important passage). 
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immutable and infallible.” * The Logos, in short, was a 
prevailing principle of holiness, supplying the place of 
that vods which in Adam had fallen under the dominion — 
of the flesh. Thus the possibility of moral evil seemed 
to be effectually excluded from Christ’s human nature. 

(>) Apollinaris was anxious also to guard the unity 
of Christ’s person. He feared that the admission of two 
perfect natures (vo TéXeva) would involve a dual person- 
ality. He, like Nestorius, was unable to conceive of a 
human “nature” apart from personality. He fell back 
accordingly upon the notion of a new nature, that of 
“God made flesh” (eds capxwOeis). “The true God,” 
he said, “is He who being separate from flesh (4capxos) 
was manifested in flesh, perfect with the true and divine 
perfection ; not two persons nor two natures; not the 
Divine. Logos one person, and the man Jesus another 
person.”? Thus the fear of what ultimately was the 
error of Nestorius induced Apollinaris to fall back on a 
kind of monophysitism: the idea that there was in the 
incarnate Christ pla dio otvOeTos, cvyKpates, capKiKn 
kai Ocixy.® Only so did he hope to secure a true unity 
of volition and thought; the ruling principle (70 
nryewovexov) in Christ would be the Logos, and the notion 
of two thinking or willing principles in the same subject 
would be excluded, 

We should notice the motive which dictated this 
view. Apollinaris saw that for the accomplishment of 
Christ’s redemptive work it was vitally necessary that 
His person should be one and the same; His acts and 
sufferings, in order to have saving merit and efiicacy, 


1 Cp. Petav. de Incarn. i. 5. 4. Dorner, div. i. vol. ii, p. 365. 
? See the treatise of Apoll. xara pépos rloris (ascribed to Greg, Thaumat. 
and included in his works). 


° See the passages quoted by Justinian, c, Monoph. in Mai, Scrip. vet. 
nova collectio, vol. vii. pp. 301 ff. 
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must be those of a Divine personality. It was this 
thought that he probably intended to express in the 
phrase avOpwros xupiaxds, which catholic writers dis- 
allowed.1 He wished to advance beyond the idea of 
mere possession or assumption of manhood by the Logos 
. to that of the Logos actually being made man, and to 
regard the humanity of Christ in relation to His person 
as an integral, constitutive element, not a mere external 
addition.” ; 

(c) Again, Apollinaris held a view, apparently due to 
his partiality for Plato, that the rational soul (vods) of 
man, as being free, yet limited in knowledge, must 
necessarily be the seat of sinful instincts. “Our 
rational soul,” he said, “is under condemnation.”? If 
Christ assumed the totality of human attributes, He 
undoubtedly had human reasoning powers (Aoyir pol) ; 
and it is impossible for these to be free from inherent 
sin.” This view involved the quasi-Manichzan idea 
that human nature is essentially and by its very constitu- 
tion sinful, the most distinctive element in it (70 
xupwstatov) being vods, which according to Apollinaris is 
the necessary seat of sin. Accordingly, when Apollinaris 
denies the presence in Christ of a human vots, he does 
undoubtedly imply that the principle of free will is an 
evil which mars the perfection of human nature, and 
from which our manhood needs liberation, inasmuch as 
it naturally tends to evil. 

(d) The sketch of Apollinaris’ theology would be in- 
complete without some allusion to an idea of special 

1See Greg. Naz. Zp. i. ad Cledon. § 3. Aug. retracts his allowance 
of the phrase homo dominicus in Retract. i. 19, § 8. [Goldhorn on 
Greg. ad loc. ] 

2 Dorner, diy. i. vol. ii. p. 378. 3 Greg, Naz. Ep. i. ad Cled, 10. 

4[Ath.] c. Apoll. ii. 6; cp. ibid. i, 2. ‘Omod yap réXevos dvOpwrros éxet 


nad duapria. See also i. 15. Cp. Dorner, div. i. vol. ii. p. 395 ff, on 
the Manicheean and Docetic tendency of Apollinaris, 
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interest, and even grandeur, which underlay his teach- 
ing; the idea, namely, of an essential connection between 
the Divine and human natures, which first reached its — 
embodiment and fulfilment in the Incarnation. A union 
between God and man seemed to be “demanded by the 
essence or conception of both natures.” In this union - 
Apollinaris conceived that both natures—human and 
Divine—for the first time reached a predestined goal: 
humanity, because it remained in a sense imperfect, 
without the Incarnation ; deity, because the Divine love 
must needs. remain unsatisfied till God had actually 
become man. 

According to Apollinaris, the Logos is not only the 
image of God but the archetype of manhood. He was 
eternally predestined to become man, and bore within 
Himself, so to speak, the “ potency” of Incarnation. In 
this sense Apollinaris spoke of Christ’s human nature as 
pre-existent. Christ was the pre-existent heavenly man, 
as being destined for the Incarnation. So Apollinaris 
understood the expression of 8. Jo. iii. 13, The Son of 
man which is in heaven, and the statement of 8. Paul 
(1 Cor. xv. 47), The second man is from heaven. The 
Logos, who supplied the place of the human soul in 
Christ, was in no sense foreign to the essence of 
humanity ; rather He was “the truth of human nature” 
—that without which it could not attain the goal of its 
development. Accordingly, from this point of view, 
human nature (cdpé in the wider sense of the term, “e., 
dvO@pwiros) was in a sense coeternal with the Logos, not 

1 Greg. Nyss. Antirr. xiii. Apoll. said mpotirdpyer 6 dvOpwros Xpicrés. 
His contemporaries misunderstood him to mean that the actual flesh of 
Christ pre-existed. It would seem that his teaching was actually per- 
verted in this direction. Thus Greg. Naz., Hp. i. ad Cled. 6, thinks it 
necessary to deny the descent of the odpt from heaven. See also Greg. 


Nyss. Z.c. [Ath.] c. Apoll. i. 2, 4, 7, 9,10. Cp. Dorner, div, i. vol. i, 
pp. 371-374. Harnack, ii. 313, 
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something adventitious but something essentially “ con- 
substantial and connatural”;1 man’s nature pre-existed 
in God. The human birth of the Son of God was indeed 
an act of self-humiliation (xévwors), but only in the sense 
that to be the archetypal man is a higher state of exist- 
ence than to be actually man and to pass through the 
stages of a human history. This line of thought had no 
doubt points of contact with catholic teaching. The 
work of the Logos in relation to fallen humanity was 
doubtless that of exhibiting its true archetype and 
pattern according to the Divine intention. In this 
sense Christ was “the new” or “heavenly man,” the 
“perfect image” after which our manhood was capable 
of being re-created” ;? the “second Adam” in whom our 
fallen nature was restored to its archetypal sinlessness. 
But to catholic writers there appeared to be a panthe- 
istic confusion in the suggestion that the flesh was 
“ eonsubstantial and coeternal with the Word.”® The 
books against Apollinaris, ascribed with doubtful pro- 
priety to Athanasius, clearly insist upon the distinctness 
of the two natures in Christ, as well as on the complete- 
ness of the manhood. Christ assumed a human soul 
as a true element of human nature in its integrity 
“in order that one might become both, perfect in all 
points”;* and the two, though conjoined inseparably in 
an actual vital union (€vwows fuovKy, ¢. Apoll. i. 10) yet 
remain distinct and unconfused. To allow a possible 


1 Apoll. ap. Greg. Nyss. Antirr. xvii. odxl émleryros eml TH evepyeota 
yiverar } odpt 7H OebryTt, GANG cvvovowmpevn Kal oUUpuToS, Cp. Greg. Naz. 
ad Nect. iii. 

2[Ath.]c. Apoll. i. 5, 7, ii. 10. 

3 [bid. ii. 12, ef 68 6poovcros Tod Néyou 7 capé Kal cvvatdvos, Ex TovToU épeire 
kal Ta mdvta Kriowara ovvatiia ro Ta mdvTa KrloayTs Ge@. The form of 
error which [Ath. ] here indicated seems to be a distortion of Apoll.’s teach- 
ing, but it is a true development of his tendency to ignore the distinction 
between manhood and Godhead. Cp. Gore, Bampton Lectures, p. 93. 

4 Tbid, ii. 7, See esp. 16, 
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commingling of the two natures in Christ leads to 
pantheism, just as a mutilation of the manhood implies 
docetism. 

2. The catholic position. 

(i) The main motive of resistance to Apollinarianism 
was a right jealousy to maintain the reality and com- 
pleteness of man’s redemption in Christ. If He did not 
assume human nature in its integrity, including its most 
distinctive element (76 xvpu#tarov)—the element most 
worthy of redemption, and therefore specially needing 
salvation—Christ could not be either our perfect example 
nor our redeemer. Catholic writers complained that the 
Apollinarian Christ was not really human (ovx opo- 
ovawos TO avOpaT@ KATA TO xupwotatov);* He had not 
assumed the substance which actually needed restoration. 
Only that which was really united to God could be 
regarded as “saved.” As Gregory Nazianzen expressed 
it, 76 drrpoadntTov abepdrevtov. The whole man must 
be restored.? 

(ii.) Church teachers further pointed out a docetic 
element in Apollinaris’ teaching. There could be no 
possibility of a real human probation, or real advance in 
Christ’s manhood, if there were no real human will to be 
surrendered,—if, as Apollinaris maintained, “ the Godhead 
without constraint swayed the manhood.” The Church 
teachers indeed agree with Apollinaris in assigning to 
the Godhead in Christ absolute predominance; above 
the human nature stands the “hegemonic Divine.” One 


1 Greg. Nyss. Antirrh. xxiii.; ep. Greg. Naz. Hp. i. ad Cled. vit. 

2 Quod si utique imperfectus homo susceptus est, imperfectum Dei 
munus est, imperfecta nostra salus, quia non est totus homo salvatus.” 
(Def. of the Roman Council under Damasus, in Dorner, div. i. vol. ii, 
note 83). Op. the very similar passage, Tert. de Reswrr. xxxiv. See also 
Petay. de Incarn. vy. 11, §§ 10, 11; Loofs, Dogmengesch. § 35, 3. 

8 Greg. Nyss. Antirrh. xli. aBidorws, dnolv, % Oedrys Thy odpKa 
mpocdyerat, See [Ath.]c. Apoll. i, 2, ii, 4, and Ath, ad Hpict, vii, 
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writer even uses language which at first sight appears 
monothelitic, but he seems to mean no more than 
that the human will was ever completely subject to the 
Divine. While, however, the catholic writers were 
content with attributing a true human will to our Lord, 
without insisting prominently on its independent freedom 
of choice, Apollinaris exaggerated the supposed necessary 
antinomy between human will and Divine, and preferred 
to evade the difficulty by denying the very existence of 
‘any human soul in Christ. Perhaps the best statement 
of the position at which catholic Fathers of this period 
arrived is that of Gregory Nazianzen in his jirst Hp. to 
Cledonius, c. ix. Gregory claims for the manhood of 
Christ that though perfect of its kind, it is relatively 
imperfect ; just as a hill is inferior to a mountain, or a 
mustard seed to a bean, so in the same way the human 
vods, though relatively perfect and endowed with a 
capacity of control (sjyewovixdr), is yet not absolutely 
perfect, for it serves God and is subject to Him, not 
sharing the Divine right of control or the Divine 
majesty.2 Thus if subjection to God be part of the 
truth, or absolute idea, of human nature, it is not 
incongruous to suppose that the unity of Christ's 
person is compatible with the due exercise of a human 
will. It is obvious that this merely “quantitative” idea 
of the distinction between Godhead and manhood—the 
conception of the Divine as a whole, and the human as a 
part—is not satisfactory ; it only illustrates the fact that 
theological thought was as yet unable to free itself from 
physical categories, and that the mystery under discussion 


1[Ath.] c. Apoll. ii. 10, yap Oédnovs Oedryros pons, Cp. Bright, 
Athanasius’ Orations against the Arians, introd. xeviii. 

2 rd\evov ody huérepos vods Kal tyewovexdv, adda WuxAs Kal oduaros, ox 
GarhGs Tédcvov, Oeod dé Soddoy Kal wroxelpiov, GAN ov auyyyemovixdy ovde 
éudryuov. Cp. Dorner, div. i. vol, ii. pp. 425, 426, 
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was unripe for settlement. The suggestion of Gregory, 
if pressed, would lead logically to the view which after- 
wards largely prevailed, that the manhood in Christ was 
a mere accident, or “ moment,” of the Deity. 

In fact the problem which Apollinaris raised was that 
which Nestorianism revived—the problem of the unity 
of Christ’s person. Apollinaris held that two complete 
natures must imply a dual personality.’ Catholic instinct 
hesitated where Nestorius afterwards boldly drew the 
conclusion. Gregory Nazianzen makes strong assertions 
as to the unity of the person of Christ,? defending the 
application of the term @eordxes to the blessed Virgin, 
and saying, what other Fathers repeat after him, @\Xo pev 
kal GdXo ta €F Gv 6 GwTIp, ovK AAXdos SE Kal AAXos. 
But the mode of conjunction of the two natures is not 
accurately conceived or stated. Gregory is content to 
express the union as ovyxpaows. Similarly Gregory 
Nyssen teaches a transmutation of the human into the 
Divine. His language has indeed a strong Eutychian 
cast; he even denies that the manhood retained its 
distinctive properties; in the resurrection state it is 
swallowed up “like a drop of vinegar in a limitless 
ocean.” By the aid of the same illustration he meets 
the Apollinarian objection that if Christ be perfect man 
“the triad is expanded into a tetrad.” 4 

Thus the problem raised by Apollinaris remained un- 


1 Greg. Nyss. Antirrh, xliii. ed dvOpdarw terelw cvvjpOn Beds TEdetos, Svo 
dy fioay. Cp. Greg. Naz. Hp. i. ad Cled. 8. Apoll. called the Catholics 
avOpwrordrpar, tbid. 10. 

2 Ep. i. ad Oled. 4; Ep. ti. 1. °c. Hunom. v. p. 708 co. [Migne P. G. 45]. 

4 Antirrh. xlii. (a very important passage). Petavius attempts to 
explain this language (de Incarn. x. 1, §§ 6-10). Gregory seems to mean 
that we finally realise the oneness of Christ’s person when we see the 
sinless infirmities of His manhood—sorrow, pain, hunger, etc., swallowed 
up in the glory of the risen Christ. His general teaching appears to exclude 
the idea that he took a docetic view of Christ’s humanity. 
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answered until at a later period catholic theology denied 
in express terms the existence of two “ruling principles ” 
(jryewovexa) in Christ. The Church finally accepted the 
view that there was but one myeuovexov in Christ, 
namely, the Divine Logos (0 Oewcas Tov vobv Geds).' At 
present the catholic writers had only begun to face the 
problem,—how to harmonise the duality of natures with 
the unity of person. The mode of solution was not 
yet apparent, and accordingly the Fathers, after giving 
‘tentative explanations, were content simply to cling to 
the verity of Christ’s perfect manhood, adhering to it as 
a matter of tradition which Tertullian in the third 
century had helped to formulate in such phrases as 
utraque substantia in una persona; duce substantie im 
Christo Jesu, divina et humana; duplex status non 
confusus sed conjunctus; ete.” 

3. The general result of the controversy with 
Apollinaris and his adherents* was a certain develop- 
ment of the doctrine of the human soul in Christ. In 
362 the Synod of Alexandria asserted the existence of a 
human soul in Christ, and the subject engaged the 
attention especially of the Cappadocians and Hilary. 
Gregory Nazianzen revives the idea of Origen that the 

1 Maximus ap. Petav. de Incarn. v. 12, §6. Petav. well says, “ Siquidem 
vel adoptivi filii sunt ii qui Spiritu Dei aguntur—quanto propius ex- 
cellentiusque naturam ac mentem propriam Deus ipse moderabatur, 
impulsuque suo quam vellet in partem flectebat? In quod intuens 
Apostolus dixit Caput Christi Dewm (1 Cor. xi. 8) que vox ‘capitis’ 
7@ ‘yewovcx@ respondet, et idipsum ‘juris,’ ‘auctoritatis,’ ac ‘ potestatis’ 
yocabulis continetur.” 

2 Op. adv. Praw. xxvii. Harnack, Dogmengesch. ii. 304 f. 

3 In 362 the Council of Alexandria rejected A.’s error without naming 
the author ; it was also condemned in different Synods held by Damasus 
of Rome, between 374-377. Apollinaris seceded from the Church in 375, 
and died in 390. The polemic against him was carried on by the Cap- 
padocians mainly during 370-380. Basil in Hp. eclxiii. 4 (written 377 ?) 


speaks sadly of Apollinaris’ later aberrations. 
4 Op. Socr. H.2. iii. 7. 
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soul (vods) was the medium through which the Godhead 
united itself with the human nature. The Logos is 
spoken of as Sua pécov vods ouirrjoas capxi.' This 
view became current in both East and West; it is 
repeated almost in the words of Gregory by John of 
Damascus, and various Latin Fathers speak of Christ 
assuming flesh mediante anima? The view of Hilary, 
however (d. 368), is worthy of notice, because he seems 
to have insisted, independently of the controversy with 
Apollinaris, on the reality of our Lord’s human soul, 
thus vindicating with Athanasius and the Cappadocian 
school the completeness of the two natures, after the 
manner of Tertullian, while at the same time he anxiously 
endeavoured to maintain the personal unity of Christ. 
Hilary was in fact led by his high estimate of the 
nobility of the human soul to a peculiar view. He held 
that the soul of man is from God: the body is merely ex 
aliena substantia. The soul must necessarily suffer defile- 
ment in entering the body; therefore as the soul of 
Christ was specially created by the Logos, so He fashioned 
or constituted for it a body as its appropriate temple. 
The body of Christ was of heavenly origin, for it was 
framed by Himself: Jpse corporis sui origo est.» His 


1 Orat. xxxv. Op. Hp. i. ad Cled. 10. 

2 Joh. Damase. de orth. fid. iii. 6, fywrat rolvuy capKt did uéoov vod 6 Novos 
Tov Ocot, meotrevovros Oeod Kafapdryre Kal capKds maxvTyTL’ jyEmoviKoY per 
yap Wuxfs re kal capkds 6 vods* vods dé ris WuxHs Td KaBapwraroy, adda Kal 
vod Beds. 18, vots yap év perarxulw éore Oeod kal capkds, THs ev ws 
aivouKos, TOU Oeod dé ws elkdv. Cp. Aug. de agone Chr. ‘‘Invisibilis et 
incommutabilis veritas per spiritum animam, et per animam corpus 
suscipiens,” ete. So Hpist. cxl.12; Greg. Mag. Moral. xviii. 20. ‘‘ Dominus 
autem per Divinitatem lumen est: qui mediante anima in eius [Marie] 
utero fieri dignatus est per humanitatem corpus.”’ Rufin. in Symb. xiii., 
“Filius Dei nascitur ex Virgine, non principaliter soli carni sociatus sed 
anima inter carnem Deumque media generatus.” See other references in 
Petav. de Incarn. iv. 18. Cp. Aquin. Swmma, p. iii. q. 6. art. 1. 

3de Trin, x. 18, ff. ‘Caro illa.... de celis est, et homo ille de 
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body was in this sense heavenly (celeste corpus). But 
Hilary is careful to point out that though the Son of 
God fashioned for Himself a body He took the actual 
substance or material of it from Mary. In this sense 
He took to Himself an alien substance, a “new creature” 
(nova natura).* But it was His own Divine act whereby 
He first united Himself with a soul of His own creation, 
and then by this soul animated the earthly material 
derived from Mary and made it a body: wt per se 
sibi assumpsit ex virgine corpus, ita cx se sibt animam 
assumpsit. 

It remains only to notice at this point that Hilary 
approaches the problem of the unity of Christ’s person 
from a purely ethical standpoint. He conceives the 
incarnate life as a continuous state of Divine self-evacua- 
tion. In forma servi veniens evacuavit se a Dei forma.? 
But evacuatio forme non est abolitio nature; quia qu 
se evacuat non caret sese, et qui accipit, manet. The person 
is ever one and the same: guia unus atque idem Christus 
sit, et demutans habitum et asswmens. The Son of God 
having laid aside His glory, voluntarily persisted in the 
state of humiliation, remaining as it were hidden (intra 
se latens) without actually laying aside His higher nature: 
He retained and even exercised, but concealed, the 
potestas generis sure 

It seems an inconsistency in Hilary that he should 
ascribe, as he appears to do, impassibility to our Lord’s 
human body, and even to His soul. He does, in fact, 


Deo est.” Cp. Greg. Nyss. Antirrh. liv. See generally Dorner, diy. i. 
vol. ii. pp. 402 ff. and note 74. 

1 de Trin. ix. 54. Dorner, div. i. vol. ii. p. 405. 

2 im Ps. \xvili. 25. Cp. de Trim, ix. 14, x1. 48. 

3 de Trin. ix. 51, ‘* Neque enim defecerat natura, ne esset: sed in se 
humilitatem terrence nativitatis manens sibi Dei natura susceperat, 
generis sui potestatem in habitu assumpte humilitatis exercens.” Se 
xi. 48. 


384 THE INCARNATION 


ascribe to the body a certain indolentia: virtus corporis 
sine sensu pane vim pane in se descevientis exceptt.' 
Hilary goes on to explain that the body was exempt from ~ 
suffering, just as it showed itself to be exempt from 
ordinary laws when Christ walked on the water, or 
passed through closed doors. “He had a body wherewith 
to suffer, and He suffered; but He had not a nature 
capable of feeling pain (dolendum).” To later theologians 
this kind of language naturally appeared docetic, but it 
is perhaps to be qualified by consideration of Hilary’s 
favourite thesis, namely, that all Christ’s acts and sufferings 
were the result of a free self-determination of His will. 
He could only suffer, so far as it was His will to suffer. 
This is in effect what Augustine means when he says 
Turbatus est Christus, quia voluit; esurivit Jesus, verwm 
est, sed quia voluit; . . . mortuus est Jesus, verum est, sed 
quia voluit ; in illius potestate erat, sic vel sic afficr vel non 
afici2 In other words, what in our case is the result of 
a necessity of nature, was in the case of Christ the result 
of free acceptance® “We declare,” says Hilary, “that 
the Son of God non ex nature necessitate potius, quam ex 
sacramento humane salutis passion fursse subditum, et 
voluisse se magis passions subjicr, quam coactum. .. . Passus 
ergo est Deus, quia se subjecit voluntarius passions.” + 

How then did Hilary conceive the unity of our Lord’s 
person? He seems to solve one mystery by another; to 
represent the Son of God as subsisting simultaneously in 
two states or spheres: the state of glory or majesty in 


1 de Trin. x. 23. Cp. 24, ‘‘Sed ad demonstrandam corporis veritatem, 
corporis consuetudo suscepta est.” 47, ‘‘Fallitur ergo humane estima- 
tionis opinio putans hune dolere quod patitur.” 

* Aug. in Joann. tract. xlix. 18. The above is perhaps the only defence 
that can be offered for Hilary’s language, which he may have retracted. 

3 Dorner, div. i. vol. ii. p. 414. 

4 in Ps, liti, 12. See other passages in Dorner, div. i. vol. ii. note 78, esp. 
de Synod, xlix., where Hil. distinguishes between passibilitas and passio. 
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which He was before the Incarnation; and the state of 
advance, progress, or return, in which He willed to sub- 
sist for the sake of man. This dual state of existence is 
described by Hilary as follows: Deo itaque proprium fuit 
esse aliud quam manebat, nec tamen non esse quod manserat ; 
nasc, im homine Deum, nec tamen Dewm esse desinere ; 
contrahere se usque ad conceptum et cunas et infantiam, nec 
tamen Der potestate decedere. Hoc non sibi sed nobis est 
sacramentum. Neque assumptio nostra Deo profectus est: 
sed contumelie suc voluntas nostra provectio est, dum nec 
amittit ule quod Deus est, et homini acquirit ut Deus sit. 
Clearly his thought in this passage is that of a single 
personality occupying simultaneously two distinct spheres 
of consciousness. He is following the line of thought 
which perhaps is the only one that in some measure 
“appeases” our sense of mystery in regard to this 
subject” 

Other Western writers do not contribute to the solu- 
tion of the problem which Apollinaris had raised. They 
content themselves with reproducing the distinctions 
formulated by Tertullian : thus Ambrose uses the ordinary 
_ language of the West as to the two natures (gemina 
substantia), e.g., utrumque wnus e unus in utroque, ete., but 
does not seem to feel the pressure of the difficulty with 
which Hilary tries to grapple.? Augustine also uses the 
phrase wna persona gemine substantie ; and speaks of the 
union as a “mixture”: Verbo Dei ad unitatem persone 
copulatus et quodam modo commixtus est homo.t Perhaps 
the following is a typical passage: Quia omnipotens erat, 
fiert potuit manens quod erat. . . . Proinde quod verbum 


1 de Trin. ix. 4. 2 Op. below, p. 291. 
3 See passages from Ambrose in Seeberg, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, 
§ 23, p. 210. 


4de Trin. iv. 80. See also an important passage, Hist. cxxxvii., esp. 


SALINE 


25 
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caro factum est, non verbum in carnem pereundo cessit, sed 
caro ad verbum ne ipsa pertret accessit, ut quemadmodum 
homo est anima et caro, sic esset Christus Deus et homo. 
Idem Deus qui homo, et qui Deus idem homo: non con- - 
fusione nature sed unitate persone... . Ac per hoe que 
erat Dei Filius factus est hominis filius, asswmptione inferioris, 
non conversione potioris, accipiendo quod non erat, non 
amittendo quod erat: Augustine in fact adheres simply 
to the received theology, and finds relief for his intellect 
in the thought of the Divine omnipotence. Undoubtedly 
his interest in Christology is rather religious than purely 
intellectual; he delights to dwell on the significance of 
Christ’s human example, and the humility by which He 
healed and subdued human pride.” The subject of the 
human soul in Christ isnot fully developed by Augustine; * 
but he approves the suggestion that the Son of God 
created a soul for Himself, without however definitely 
stating his own view; and he regards the Godhead as 
7d tryewovexov in Christ: Deus non quomodo alios sanctos 
regebat illum. hominem sed gerebat.* 

On a general review of the Apollinarian controversy 
the most important points seem to be these— 

(1) Church teachers had successfully vindicated the 
reality and completeness of Christ’s human nature. They 
had insisted on the evidence of the Gospels, but still more 
emphatically perhaps on the a priori consideration that 
the true redemption of man’s nature must necessarily 
involve the assumption of manhood in its entirety— 
body, soul, and spirit, with their several faculties of 
action, thought, and will. 


1 Serm. clxxxvi. 1; 2. 

2 See Enchir, 108, and the beautiful passage Confess. vii. 18. 

3 Sce Epist. cxl. 12 for an anti-Apollinarian passage ; ep. de agone Chr. 
Roy KK 

4de Trin. xiii, 23. 
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(2) They had also maintained, as a matter of Church 
tradition and of Christian intuition, the essential unity of 
Christ’s person: but so far they had not succeeded in 
explaining the conditions under which such unity was 
conceivable. The general tendency of the catholic 
writers is to allow to Christ’s human nature a relative 
independence, but at the same time to subordinate the 
humanity entirely to the Godhead as its true ruling 
principle (7jyeuovexdv). It was inevitable that attention 
should henceforth be devoted to the mode, condition, and 
effect of the union between God and man in Christ. 
This tendency of thought probably received an impetus 
from the anthropological controversies of the fifth century 
in the West. There Christian thought busied itself with 
the significance of our Lord’s human example, the reality 
of grace, and the nature of the work of redemption; 
the doctrine of God and of Christ’s person being studied 
chiefly in the light of man’s redemption. On the other 
hand, in the Kast the intellectual problem still confronted 
the Church, though, as we have seen, her teachers were 
to some extent guided in their opposition to Arius and 
-Apollinaris by the idea of redemption, and what it in- 
volved. The two factors in Christ’s person—the Divine 
nature and the human—had been asserted. Christ was 
truly God (dAn@as eds); the redeemer of humanity 
could not be less than Divine. On the other hand, He was 
pertectly human (redXéws dvOpw7os); fallen man needed 
an entire and comprehensive restoration of his nature. 
Christ then was Divine and human. How was the union 
of the two natures in His person to be conceived, and 
what did it imply? The controversies of the first half 
of the fifth century are concerned with the solution of 
this problem. 


1 Aug. Epist. exl., de gratia novi testamenti, is an illustration of the way 
‘in which the doctrine of grace is linked to that of the Incarnation, 
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§ II. NESsTORIANISM 


1. Nestorianism had its root in the theology of Antioch, 
especially in that of its representative teacher, Theodore 
of Mopsuestia (350-428). The school of Antioch 
was chiefly interested in anthropology ;* its system of 
scriptural exegesis was literalistic; its logical method 
was Aristotelian. 

The error of Apollinaris had led to the vindication 
of the real distinctness of two complete natures in the 
incarnate Christ: it is this distinctness which is exaggerated 
by the Antiochene school. The Christology of Theodore 
starts from the conception of Christ’s complete manhood ; 
the perfection of His human experience. Christ actually 
struggled with human passions, and passed through 
a veritable conflict with temptation, in which He’ was 
continually victorious. So, remaining sinless under pro- 
bation, He passed into the state of immutable virtue. 
The power to keep Himself free from sin He owed 
(1) to His sinless birth; (2) to the union of His man- 
hood with the Divine Logos. In fact, while His birth 
and baptism imparted to Him a unique unction of 
the Spirit, the perpetual co-operation of the indwell- 
ing Logos made it morally impossible for Him to fall. 
But the union with the Logos was only bestowed 
on the manhood of Jesus by anticipation as the 
reward of His foreseen sinless virtue; it was finally 
consummated in the state of glory, to which the manhood 
was elevated. 


1 For Theodore’s view of man as a microcosm, see Dorner, diy. ii, 
vol. i. pp. 81 ff. Christ came to be what Adam had failed to be,— 
the real image of God. His humanity was therefore real and com- 
plete; He must needs be perfected through a real human experience. 
Theodore reproduces the general tendency of Diodore of Tarsus [d. circ. 
394], some fragments of whose writings are found in Marius Mercator and 
others. Op. Loofs, Dogmengeschichte, §§ 36, 37. 
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Theodore conceived three modes of union to be possible 
between the Logos and the manhood 1— 

(1) An essential indwelling (évoixnows Kat’ ovctav); but 
such a self-limitation of God seemed to him incompatible 
with the conditions of the Divine nature. 

(2) An effectual indwelling (kat évépyevav); but as 

God is everywhere present in operation and energy, this 
mode of indwelling would be no special privilege of 
Christ. , 
_ (3) Accordingly he fell back on the idea of a moral 
indwelling (xar’ evdoxiav)—that special indwelling which 
God vouchsafes to those whom He regards with com- 
placency, and who display a moral affinity with His own 
character and will. . Such an indwelling demands moral 
conditions in the subject of it; it depends on his 
habit or state of mind and will (cyéows THs yve@uns). 
Of this type was the Divine indwelling in Christ, 
according to Theodore’s view (cp. S. Luke iii. 22); it 
was in fact the same in kind, but higher in degree 
than the indwelling of God in His saints; for in 
Christ God dwelt #s év vie. God assumed and adopted 
_the man Jesus, and fitted him to partake of all the 
honour which the Logos (who is vce. vids) enjoys. 
The man Christ shared the glory of Divine sonship, 
being adopted at His baptism, and gradually exalted so 
as to become the “firstborn” of creation, the head 
of the human race, the recipient of the homage of the 
universe. 

Tn effect this view substitutes for the Incarnation the 
indwelling of a man by the Logos. The Logos assumed 
the man Jesus from the moment of His conception, and 
brought Him through trial and probation to perfection. 


1 The idea of an essential union (€vwors puorky, or Kal’ brdcracw. See 
[Ath.] c. Apold. i. 10, 12) was supposed by the Antiochenes to be dis- 
* credited by its practical consequences as displayed in Apollinarianism. 
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Theodore seems to shrink from the conclusion to which 
this view tends—a dual personality in Christ. He 
insists on the fact that the conjunction (cvvddeca) 
between the Logos and the man is so close and indis- 
soluble, that they may be spoken of as one person, just as 
man and wife are “one flesh.”! Theodore maintained that 
he did not teach a dual sonship: “ We speak not of two 
sons or two lords; since the Divine Logos is essentially 
one God, to whom he [the man Christ] is united and 
partakes of His deity, so sharing the title and dignity of 
Son.” 

2. The Christology of the Antiochene school appears 
in its logical and developed form in Nestorius. We 
must remember that it represents a reaction from the 
tendency either to mutilate Christ’s human nature 
(Apollinarianism), or to minimise the actual experience 
of humiliation recorded in the Gospels. In any case 
Nestorius is the exponent of the reactionary view; he 
popularises the ideas of Theodore, and brings the Antioch- 
ene tendency to a point. 

NEstTorIUS succeeded to the see of Constantinople in 
428. In that year one of his presbyters, Anastasius, 
preached a sermon impugning the use of the term 
Theotokos as applied to the blessed Virgin; and he was 
supported by Nestorius in a series of discourses? The 
word, which seems to have been quite familiar for at 
least half a century previously, had already been dis- 

1 See various passages collected by Seeberg, Lehrbuch der Dogm. § 23, p. 


202; also Theodore’s confession of faith, in Gieseler, Hecl. Hist. i. p. 392 
[Eng. tr.]; cp. a valuable note in Bright, 8. Leo on the Incarnation, 
note 34. 

2 The sermons of Nestorius were translated by Marius Mercator; see 
his works, Migne P.Z. 48, pp. 757 ff. 

3 See Petav. de Incarn. v. 15, §§ 6-9. The more usual expression was 
that ‘‘God was born” of the B. V. M. The word had been used by Church 
writers from Origen downwards. See Pearson on The Creed, art. 8, note 
36 Bright, S. Leo, note 8. 
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puted by Theodore. Following his lead, Nestorius 
denied that Mary was “ Mother of God.” He objected 
to the phrase mainly on the ground that it was non- 
seriptural. “JI have learned,” he said, “from Scrip- 
ture that God came forth (mpoedGeiv) from the Virgin ; 
but never that He was born (yevynOfvar) of her.” 
The Virgin might, he allowed, be called ypsorordxos, 
but not Qeotoxos. She brought forth a man, who was 
accompanied by the Logos (cuprapeAOovtos ait@ tod 
Adyov). 

Although Nestorius would not draw the inevitable 
inference from his own statements, Cyril holds him 
responsible for the logical result of his position. The 
rejection of the term Theotokos seemed inevitably to 
involve two consequences— 

(1) If Mary be not Theotokos, i.e. the mother of one 
person, and that person divine, the assumption of a 
single human being into fellowship with the Logos is 
substituted for the Incarnation of God. For Nestorius 
denied that the two natures in Christ formed a personal 
unity (€vwo.s xa’ broctacw). There was at most a 
union of relation (€voaus oxetixy) between the Logos and 
a man, parallel to that between husband and wife, or 
friend and friend. Nestorius would allow only a “con- 
junction” (cuvddea) of two persons; a union by 
“indwelling” (kat évotknow); an “appropriation,” or 
“possession” (olxeiwous, oxéous) of a human person by 
the person of the Word. 

Thus Mary’s son was the “organ” or “ vesture” em- 
ployed by the Word; the “temple” in which He dwelt. 
The man Christ was not God (@e0s), but God-bearer 
(Ocodopos), or “ possessor of the Godhead” (xtyTwp THs 
Geédtnros). “I worship,” said Nestorius, “him that is 
borne (tov dopovpevov) for the sake of Him who beats 
(Sua tov dopodvra); him that is visible for the sake of 
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Him who is hidden.”! Christ is’ to be worshipped 
because God is in Him, not because He is God. 

(2) If Mary is not Theotokos, Christ’s relation to 
humanity is changed. He is no longer the effectual 
redeemer of humanity. The Divine work is at best 
the adoption or elevation of a man in whom the Logos 
‘dwells, choosing him cata mpdyvwour, i.e. as foreknowing 
what manner of man he would prove to be. ‘To this 
individual man the Logos unites Himself, not personally 
(xa irdctacw), but morally, in virtue of his merit 
(xar’ a&lav). Humanity as a whole is not advanced in 
the exaltation of Christ; but one individual is so advanced, 
and is allowed to share in the worship due to the Logos 
(cal? opotupiav, or Kat’ addevtiay). 

The view of Nestorius has its merit as well as its 
fatal defect. The really strong point of Nestorianism is 
its grasp of the necessity of attributing its due signifi- 
cance to the portrait of the God-man in the Gospels. 
The example of Christ must have real meaning for His 
fellow-men; His moral development must have been an 
actual historical process, not a mere illusion; it must 
have been real, not docetic. As Dorner points out, the 
Antiochene theologians? and especially Theodore, were 
anxious to pursue the path which the Church had 


1 Petav. de Incarn. i. 9. In iii. 3 Petav. gives other Nestorian phrase- 
ology, @.9., TXETLKH guvdpea, TpocKUyyots Kar’ dvapopdy, mpotwmKh Evwors, 
K.TAe 

2 Cp. Cyril, ep. ad Nest. ii. anath. 3, ete. [Boeth.] de pers. et duab. nat. 
c. 4, ‘Que est igitur facta hominis Deique coniunctio? Num ita quasi 
cum duo corpora sibimet apponuntur ut tantum locis juncta sint et nihil 
in alterum ex alterius qualitate perveniat? quem conjunctionis modum 
Graeci kara mapdébeow vocant. . . . Jam vero sequitur ut personis manen- 
tibus nullo modo a Divinitate humanitas credatur assumpta ; omnino enim 
disjuncta sunt que eque personis naturisque separantur. . . . Non est 
igitur salvatum humanum genus,” ete. 

5 Already (during the Arian conflict) Eustathius of Antioch had pointed 
out the reality of Christ’s human soul. 
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followed in rejecting Apollinarianism; to vindicate the 
completeness of Christ’s human nature, and the moral 
freedom of His human will. But Nestorius endeavoured 
to explain the mystery of Christ’s person logically rather 
than ethically. He hada clear idea of that which, speak- 
ing metaphysically, seems to contradict the essence of 
Deity. “I cannot,’ he said, “adore a God of three 
months old; a God who is dead and buried.” But he 
failed to apprehend the ethical idea of Divine power 
which is guided by love and a purpose of grace,—love 
condescending to lay aside its glory, and to accept 
creaturely limitations. He spoke as if the word Theotokos 
implied the birth of Dezty,) not the birth of a Divine 
Person. “God could not be born, gud God: therefore 
Mary was not Theotokos.” The Antiochene doctrine, as 
exhibited in the theology of Nestorius, had its roots in 
the past. It is distinguished from the error of Paul the 
Samosatene only by its more clear affirmation of the 
personality of the indwelling Logos. It practically 
represents Christ as no more than an inspired man 
(av@pwros évOeos). While the manhood of Christ is set 
. in the forefront, the Godhead is in effect reduced to the 
level of an inspiring and sustaining power, the catholic 
idea of an all-powerful Divine Redeemer being altogether 
obscured or withdrawn from view. Christ’s humanity 
is exhibited as a pattern, inviting men to imitation; but 
is no longer the divinely endowed medium of grace, power, 
and life. And at this pot we may notice the affinity 
between Nestorian and Pelagian error. Cassian in 
describing a certain humanitarian heresy akin to that of 
Nestorius which arose in Gaul early in the fifth century, 
points out its connection with Pelagianism. He traces 


1This confusion between God and Godhead runs throughout the 
sermons of Nestorius; see esp. Serm. vii., non occidit Pilatus Dettatem. 
” Op. Bright, Ch. Hist. 313-451, p. 316. 
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a tie of affinity between the doctrine that Christ was a 
sinless man promoted for His merits to the dignity of 
being assumed by God, and the Pelagian view that all 
men could, without the aid of God, become simply by 
_ their own efforts what Christ became. The Nestorian 
Christ came not to effect an unnecessary redemption, but 
simply to inspire men to self-dependent efforts by setting 
before them a good example.’ In point of fact there are 
said to have been historical connections between the 
followers of Nestorius and those of Pelagius, and the 
affinity is illustrated by the case of the monk Leporius, 
who, for a while, combined both forms of error, but 
finally recanted.?- In modern times the same combination 
of tendencies is seen in Deism: taking an optimistic view 
of man’s condition and capacities, Deism sees no need of 
redemption, or atonement for sin. The solitary merit 
of the Antiochene Christology is its tenacious hold of the 
figure of the historical Christ at a time when there was 
some tendency in the Church to represent the humilia- 
tion of Christ as “economic,” and to assign an excessive 
predominance to the Divine aspect of His person. There 
is justice in the observation that “the Church owes it ta 
the theologians of Antioch that its Christology did not 
become the development of a mere idea of Christ, 
submerging altogether the actual historical Christ.” ? 

Before passing to the theology of Cyril, let us briefly 
explain the disputed term. 

Its meaning is that Mary did truly bear the person who 


1 See Cassian, de Incarn. Chr. i. cc. 2, 8, ap. Petay. de Incarn. i. 12. 
Petay. quotes the epigram of Prosper :— 
‘“Nestoriana Iues successi Pelagiane, 
Quee tamen est utero pregenerata meo. 
Infelix misere genetrix, et filia nate, 

Prodivi ex ipso germine quod peperi,” ete. 
2 Aug. Hpist. coxix.; Cassian, de Incarn. i. 4, 5. 
5 Harnack, Dogmengesch. ii. 327. 
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is very God! She is Mother of God, secundum humani- 
tatem “as touching His manhood.” Out of her substance 
the Word fashioned for Himself a dwelling-place, and 
the flesh so assumed became the very body of the Word 
() cap& idia tod Adyov). When Nestorius insisted that 
“Mary did not bear God,’ he meant to teach what no 
catholic disputed, namely, that the Godhead cannot in itself 
be subject to human accidents like birth and death. But 
catholic theology spoke, as we have seen, of a twofold 
“generation” of the Word: He was begotten of God 
before the worlds; He was born in time of the Virgin 
His mother. Novatian, meeting a similar objection, well 
says: Quis non intelligat quod impassibilis sit divnitas, 
passibilis vero humana fragilitas? Quis non cognoscat 
non ilud in Christo mortuum esse quod Deus est, sed 
illud in illo mortuum est quod homo est? ... Mors 
in Christo _adversus solam materiam corporis potuit 
valere.  Adversum divinitatem Sermonis non potuit se 
exercere.” 

3. What then was the Church’s answer to Nestorianism ? 
In refuting Apollinaris, theology had already anticipated 
the answer. Following the lead of Athanasius, the 
Cappadocians had insisted on the concrete unity 
of the God-man,—a unity resulting, as they were 
inclined to teach, from a kind of combination of the 
two natures, which excluded the idea of a dual sonship. 
Thus Gregory Nazianzen says: “ Both that which assumed, 
and that which was assumed, was God; two natures 
combining into unity (els éy ocvvdpapotcar), not two 
sons; whereof the one deified, the other was deified. O 


1 As a Greek writer (quoted by Petay. v. 17) says, ) Tod mpooAjpyaros 
brécracis Bela fv, Kal 7d mpdcdynupa dé é& airs évwcews eewOn. Cp. 
Hooker, Eccl. Pol. v. 52, § 2, for an admirable statement. See also a 
valuable note of Bright, S. Leo, note 3. 

2 de Trin. xxv. See also an explanation by Vine. Lirin. Common. xv. 


306 THE INCARNATION 


strange commixture! O wondrous mingling!”! Yet the 
distinction of the two natures was carefully guarded, in 
spite of the fact that the higher so entirely dominated, — 
and almost absorbed, the lower. The Cappadocian 
Fathers were anxious to be true to each aspect of the 
historical portrait of Christ. It was the overpowering 
certainty of an actual historic redemption that inclined 
them to represent the unity of the natures as a process 
by which the manhood was blended with the Godhead. 
“Tn relation to the Antiochenes they defended a religious 
position ; in opposition to Apollinaris, a historic position.” ” 

Perhaps the most explicit statement, before the con- 
troversy with Nestorius began, is the following by 
Gregory Nazianzen: “We do not,” he says, “separate 
the manhood from the Godhead, but we teach one and 
the same [Christ]. . . . If anyone supposes that Mary 
is not mother of God (@eoTd«ov), he is parted from the 
Deity; ... if anyone introduces the idea of two sons, 
the one proceeding from God and the Father, the second 
coming from the human mother, and not one and the 
same [Son]—may he fall from the adoption promised to 
them that rightly believe! For the natures are two— 
Godhead and manhood; . . . but there are not two sons, 
nor two Gods.”* The Athanasian view, as it may be 
called, takes final shape in the theology of the celebrated 
CyriL, archbishop of Alexandria (412-444), a learned 
but passionate and ambitious prelate, who entered the 
field of controversy against his rival at Constantinople, 
“moved by interests both personal and doctrinal.” 
There can be little doubt, however, that the uppermost 


1 Orat. xxxvii, 2, xxxviii. 18. Op. Greg. Nyssen’s theory of 
peratrolyots. 

2 Seeberg, Lehrbuch der Dogm. i. p. 205. 

3 Ep. i. ad Cled. §§ 8,4: (Cp. a similar, and nearly contemp. Latin 
statement in Ambr. de Incarn. Dom. saer, vi. § 47.) 
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feeling in his mind was one of alarm and resentment at 
the religious bearings of the Nestorian view. The con- 
test began with a correspondence between the two 
prelates, followed by an appeal by both to Celestine of 
Rome. After some hesitation, Celestine sided with 
Cyril—Rome thus adhering to her traditional policy of 
maintaining the alliance with Alexandria. Nestorius 
was condemned at Rome, and virtually deposed ; shortly 
afterwards (in 430) Cyril held a synod ‘at Alexandria, 
which declared Nestorius a heretic; and at the same 
time he published twelve anathemas, which were ap- 
pended to the third letter addressed to Nestorius. 
Nestorius thus finding himself at issue with Rome and 
Alexandria, published twelve counter-anathemas.1 It is 
important to remember that he was largely supported 
in the East, notably by John of Antioch, to whom 
Nestorius had given satisfactory explanations as to the 
use of the expression Z/eotokos, and later by Theodoret,? 
bishop of Cyrus, whose sympathies were Antiochene, and 
who actually wrote a refutation of Cyril’s anathemas. 
Meanwhile the Emperor had been pressed to call a general 
Council, which was accordingly summoned for 431 at 
Ephesus. The circumstances of the Council do not con- 
cern us here; it is enough to say that the proceedings 
were marked by more than ordinary violence, and con- 
ducted in a wholly indefensible manner and _ spirit. 
Celestine was represented by three legates. After a 
delay of sixteen days, Cyril and Memnon of Ephesus 
opened the sessions without waiting longer for John of 
Antioch and his adherents. About 159 bishops took 


1See them in the Latin trans. of Marius Mercator [Migne, P.Z. 48, 
pp. 909 ff.]. 

2 Born at Antioch, circ. 390; bp. of Cyrus, ctre, 420; died circ. 457. 
As to his character, etc., see Robertson, Ch, Hist. ii. 185-6. Cp. 
Gieseler, Hecl. Hist. i. 399 note. 
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part in these first proceedings, which were carried 
through with needless haste, and ended in the con- 
demnation and deposition of Nestorius, as a “new Judas” 
(June 22,431). A few days later (June 27) John of 
Antioch arrived, and was highly indignant at the course 
things had taken; he at once held a council of his 
supporters, about forty-three in number, at which Cyril 
and Memnon were condemned and excommunicated, but 
no mention was made of Nestorius. The Emperor was 
persuaded to confirm the sentence: of both the rival 
synods. The secret influence, however, exercised by 
Cyril at Constantinople was not without effect ; and the 
Emperor was finally prevailed on to reinstate Cyril and 
Memnon ; Nestorius’ deposition was confirmed, and he 
retired to a monastery. Thus the Council was brought 
to an end. Two points are specially worthy of remark— 
(1) It is a question whether Nestorius really held the 
opinions ascribed to him by Cyril. The historian 
Socrates—no unprejudiced witness—imputes nothing 
more to him than a needless repugnance to orthodox 
language, arising from ignorance.1 As a matter of fact, 
Nestorius allowed the use of 7heotokos under restrictions : 
the Virgin might be called “mother of God,” because of 

1H.E, vii. 832: ‘‘When I came to read the books put forth by 
Nestorius, I found that the man was ignorant—and I will speak my 
mind frankly. I was not actuated by hatred to him when I described his 
shortcomings ; nor do I mean to make light of his good points, in order 
to please certain persons. To me it appears that Nestorius did not follow 
the lead of Paul the Samosatene, or Photinus ; nor did he assert at all that 
Christ was a mere man; but he shrinks only from the phrase [ Theotokos] 
as if it were a spectre; and this is the result of his vast ignorance. For 
though gifted with natural eloquence, and therefore accounted learned, 
yet in fact he was ill-trained, and he disdained to study the works of 
ancient interpreters. Puffed up with pride at his own faculty of speech, 
he did not spend sufficient pains on the study of ancient documents.” 
Socrates goes on to say that Nestorius did not know the old reading of 1 


Jo. iv. 8, may mvedua d ew Tov "Inoodv, x.7-X., which was believed to haye 
been expunged by designing heretics. See Westcott, ad loc, add. note. 
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Him who was wnited to that which was born of her 
“The controversy more than once appeared to be in such 
a position that it might have been ended by a word of 
explanation ; but an unwillingness on both sides to con- 
cede, and personal animosities, unhappily prolonged it.” 
(2) We notice also the great hostility excited in the 
East by Cyril’s anathemas. It was some time before 
peace was restored, even after the conclusion of the 
Council. Some, like the devout and learned Theodoret, 
laboured steadily for peace, which could only be arrived 
at on some other basis than that of Cyril’s anathemas. 
In 432-3 an understanding was arrived at: John of 
Antioch being induced to assent to the condemnation of 
Nestorius, and Cyril subscribing a formula, probably 
compiled by Theodoret, without being compelled to 
retract his former utterances. Many Egyptian prelates, 
however, remained dissatisfied with the formula, for its 
explicit acknowledgment of the two natures. On the 
whole, each party had secured an important point: 
the Antiochenes were satisfied with the rejection of 
Apollinarianism and the recognition of two natures; 
Cyril was content with the affirmation of the unity of 
the person in Christ, and the &vwous dv0 dicewy.2 
Nestorius, after wandering in exile, died about 440. 
With his death Nestorianism passed beyond the limits of 
the empire; its last stronghold was the school at Edessa, 
which was suppressed by the Emperor Zeno in 489. 
Its home henceforth was in Persia, where the Nestorian 


1See Nest. Serm. iv., v. and Ep. ad. Celest. (ap. Migne, P.L. 48, p. 842f.). 

? See the formula in Gieseler, Heel. Hist. vol. i, p. 401 note ; or Seeberg, 
Lehrbuch der Dogm. § 24, p. 216. The most important sentences are : 
omodoyotuev Tov KipLov judy Inoody Xpiordv . . . duoovavoy ro marpl Tov 
atroy Kara Thy Bedryra, Kal dpootc.ov july Kara Thy dvOpwrérnra. Sto yap 
pioewy Evwors yéyove’ 51d eva xpiordv, eva vidy, eva KUptov duoroyoOuer: 
kara Tavrny THY THs adovyxvTou éviocews evvovav duohoyodmey Thy dylay 
_jwapbevov Oeordkoy, K.T.X, 
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or “ Chaldean” Church established itself, and entered on 
a career of great missionary activity in India, Arabia, 
and even China and Tartary. For a long period 
Ctesiphon, and later Bagdad, was the seat of the 
Nestorian patriarchs; in the thirteenth century there 
are said to have been as many as twenty-five metropolitan 
sees in the Nestorian Church. After the destructive 
inroads of Tamerlane, the Church shrank to a remnant, 
which still maintains a precarious existence in the valleys 
of Kurdistan. In the year 1830.there were said to 
exist at least 150,000 Nestorian Christians; but their 
numbers have now probably been greatly reduced.t 

4, We now come to the Christology of Cyril, of which 
it may be said at once that it is in line with the theology 
of Athanasius as developed by the later Nicenes. The 
theology of Alexandria starts in fact from the point of 
view opposite to that of the Antiochenes. It starts from 
the person of the Logos: the God-man forming a con- 
crete unity, within which, by a process of abstraction, 
two distinct natures can be discerned. Christ is regarded 
as év éx Ovo Tév évavtiwv ; a single Divine person sub- 
mitting to conditions non-natural to His Deity: o av 
ylyvetat, Kal oO aKTuatos xKTifetar, Kal 6 axopNTos 
ywpeitat, says Nazianzen. Conversely the Manhood 
was glorified, and even transformed by its union with 
the Logos: “It no longer remained within its own 
properties and limits; but by the right hand of God it 
was coexalted, and became instead of a thing subject, 
Christ the king; instead of a thing lowly, most high; 
instead of man, God (aytt dvOperov Oe0s).”? This last 
passage is an extreme statement of the “ Alexandrine ” 


 Hefele, Concitien. ii. 270. As to later times, see the Reports, Transac- 
tions, ete., of the Abp. of Canterbury’s Mission to the Assyrian Christians. 

2 Greg. Naz. Orat, xxxviii. 18. 

* (reg. Nyss, c. Hunom. v. [Migne], p. 697. 
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point of view, and it is obvious that the tendency of it 
is towards a minimising view of Christ’s humanity. At 
anyrate it is this type of theology which attains a 
definite form in Cyril. 

Cyril then starts from the one person of the Logos, 
as posited by the actual fact of Redemption. The Logos 
has assumed our manhood in its entirety in order to 
redeem it. The formula characteristic of Cyril is 
accordingly pia ddats Tod Adyou cecapkwpévn,—a phrase 
which will be examined more particularly below. The 
Logos appropriates the substance of manhood, the body 
of flesh and the reasonable soul, as an actual part of that 
universe which He comes to redeem ; He incorporates the 
manhood with His own person, blending the properties 
of either nature, and gathering them into a single personal 
unity. The manhood accordingly ceases to have any 
independent existence ; it remains, as it were, a receptive 
and passive instrument, scarcely more than an attribute, 
of the Divine Being. The eternal person of the Word 
assumes every element of the humanity—* appropriates ” 
the entire nature, giving infinite merit and worth to all 
its acts and sufferings by making them His own: adtod 
yap eivai hapev Kat’ oixelwowy oixovopixny Ta avOporuwa, 
kai peTa THs capKos Ta avris.” This does not imply 
any change in the unalterable nature (¢vous) of the 
Logos, nor any confusion or commixture.® The God- 
head continues in its glory and power what it was: 
“Though He took our nature and economically put on 
the form of a servant, yet He remained in His own 
natural Godhead and Lordship. For He has not ceased 
to be God, even though He was made flesh. . . . And 


1 de Inc. Unig. Migne, P.G. 75, 12448, els év dudw ov\deywr, kal bomep 
adrjrots dvaxipvas TA TGv dicewy ldubjuara. Op. 1249 pv. 

2 Quod unus sit Christus, Migne, P.G. 75, 1332 v. 
- Sad regin. etc., ii. Migne, P.G. 76, 1364 4; Quod unus, 1292 n, 
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since He willingly condescended to the limitations of 
humanity. . . . He perforce submitted also to human 
birth ; not that His Divine nature then took its origin, 
but He ever was and is, naturally and in truth, the 
Word proceeding from God the Father.” But “He is 
said to have been born as touching the flesh, because 
He appropriated to Himself the birth of His own flesh.” * 

Two points demand special attention. 

1. What is Cyril’s conception of the “unity” of the 
Divine person? On this point -he is not consistent. 
Sometimes he approaches the subject from the point of 
view of his own formula, wia piows. Under this aspect 
the “person” of the Logos is the one unchangeable 
Divine Being, who remains even after the Incarnation 
what He was before it. The manhood is thus reduced 
to an impersonal accident or element in the Logos, who 
remains what He ever was, except in being capxedeis :? 
He is no longer Adyos doapxos. Sometimes, on the 
other hand, Cyril speaks of the person of Christ as if it 
were a resultant unity. He frequently uses such phrases 
as eis évoTnta cvvdpomn, or éx dvo diacwv eis Xpioros ; 
and he frequently adduces the accepted human analogy 
in illustration of the personal unity of the incarnate 
Christ: just as man is compounded of two dissimilar 
substances, soul and body, yet in the result is one per- 
sonal being; so, from two natures united without being 
confused (é€« dvo mpayudroww), results the person of 
Christ. Cyril maintains, as we have seen, that his 
doctrine of “one nature” does not imply any confusion 
or mixture of the two natures. But, in his view, if the 

lad regin, i. 1205 B, ©. 

2 Cp. ep. xlvi. (ad Succens. ii.), Migne, P.G. 77, 241 a. 

5 de Inc. Unig, 1224 B; cp. 1208p, ‘The mediator consisted of (cvy- 
keto Oat éx) our manhood, perfect according to the law of its own nature, 


and the Logos.” See the whole passage; cp. ep. xlv. p. 233A (very 
explicit), 
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two natures are separated, as Nestorianism separates 
them, no true incarnation has taken place. The 
distinction of the two natures is, in fact, relatively 
unimportant; the material point (in view of redemp- 
tion) is that human nature has been really incorporated 
with the substance (or ¢vovs) of the Word, and has 
become, so to speak, included, by the act of incarnation, 
in the one person of Christ It is clear that Cyril's 
view of the unity of Christ’s person is’ not strictly 
consistent, but the point of his anti-Nestorian teaching, 
though it varies in form, is identical throughout—Christ 
one person, and that person Divine. 

2. What, then, is the relation of the two natures ? 

Both, Cyril replies, remain in their integrity, without 
confusion of attributes.” But though in the abstract, and 
for the purposes of thought or argument, the two natures 
in Christ can be distinguished,? the distinction is 
merely conceptual. In conereto there is but one per- 
sonal subject, wia dios cecapkopévy. In virtue of the 
union, the Divine nature makes itself (so to speak) 
bearable (oicrov) to the inferior nature,—a point which 
Cyril illustrates by reference to the bush burning but 
not consumed ;* and the properties of the higher nature 
pass over to the lower,> just as the issepmata of the 
lower are appropriated by the higher. In virtue of the 


1 He speaks of ‘‘God in the person of Christ” (év 7@ mpoodmrw xpioTod), 
de Inc. Unig. 12330. Cp. Dorner, diy. ii. vol. i. pp. 56f. Harnack, 
Dogm. ii. 332. 

* There is no absorption of the manhood into the Divine nature. See 
Quod unus, 1292 D. 

3 ep. ad Eulog. xliv. 2258, 6 wey déyos kal 4 Oewpla olde Thy duapopay. 
Cp. de Inc, Unig. 1221 B, Oewpe? pév ria picewv Siapopay 6 vods ravbrov yap 
ovte mov Odrys re Kal dvOpwrébrns' eicdékerar 5é Buov rats wept rovrwy 
evvolats Kal TH auorv els évérynra cvvdpouny. 

4 Quod wnus, 1293 a. 

5 de Inc. Unig. 1249.4. The Logos was wont ra rijs ldlas picews Kowo- 
- movely TH LOlwy copare, 
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communicatio idiomatum, the Logos can be said to suffer, 
hunger, thirst, learn, pray ; while, on the other hand, the 
manhood can be adored, and the body called “ divine” 
(Aetov c@pa).' Mary also can be rightly styled Theotokos. 
But this interchange of properties finds its practical 
limit in the Divine properties of the Logos, who remains 
a&tpemtos, atrabns, é&w Tod Twabeivy KaO0 voeitar Oeds.2 It 
is just at this point that Cyril involves himself in con- 
tradictions, by insisting too rigidly on the metaphysical, 
as against the ethical, conception of the Divine nature. 
“ How,” he asks, “can the same person at once suffer 
and not suffer? Only by suffering in His own flesh, 
and not in the nature of Godhead. Indeed, wholly 
ineffable is the account of these things, and no mind can 
attain to ideas so subtle and exalted; yet, following 
reasonings which tend to right belief, and viewing the plan 
of what is fit, we neither alienate Him from being said 
to suffer, . . . nor do we affirm that the things pertain- 
ing to the flesh have been wrought upon His Divine and 
supreme nature; but He may be conceived as suffering 
in His own flesh, albeit not suffering in His Godhead 
after some such mode as this... . As iron in contact 
with the onset of fire gives it admission and travails with 
the flame, and if it chance to be struck by aught, the 
iron bears the brunt, while the nature of the fire remains 
uninjured; even so may you form an idea in regard of 
the Son being said to suffer in the flesh, and not in His 
Godhead.” * Here, in spite of his admissions elsewhere, 
Cyril simply falls back on an emphatic declaration 
that neither nature in any wise parted with its own 
properties. That which was proper to each was possible 


1 de Inc, Unig. 1228 A, and passim. Cp. adv. Nest. ii. Migne, P.G. 76, 
p. 964. 


? Quod unus, 1837p. Op. 13628, © (concluding summary, very explicit). 
> Quod unus, 13857 0, D. 
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for each: consequently Christ ama@as émrabev. The 
Deity remained impassible, though the human nature 
suffered; the same person was at once exempt from 
human infirmity and subject to it. “Cyril apologises 
for this metaphor,’ Dr. Bruce very fairly observes. 
“Well he might; for the metaphor fails to do justice 
either to the nature of God, or to the nature of suffering, 
Of course the Divine nature cannot suffer as the body 
suffers; but there is a moral suffering of which God is 
capable because He is love.” * 

And this brings us to another inconsistency in Cyril’s 
Christology. 

The humanity, as he repeatedly insists, is perfect. In 
assuming it, the Son of God really submitted to the 
limitations of creaturely existence. In the physical 
sphere, says Cyril, “He economically suffered the 
limitations of manhood to prevail over Him.”? He sub- 
mitted to ordinary laws of human development and 
growth. But it is noticeable that in the intellectual 
sphere Cyril admits only the semblance of limitation. 
Real ignorance, real growth in knowledge, appeared to 
him to be incompatible with the €vwous of the two 
natures. It was impossible to conceive the Logos as 
possessed of knowledge of which the incarnate person 
was ignorant. The supposed “advance” in Christ’s 
knowledge as man was only the graduated manifestation 
of a wisdom already complete and all-embracing; a 
manifestation which kept pace with the bodily growth. 
Thus Christ is described as “usefully pretending not to 
know the day of judgment”; or as speaking “economic- 


1 Humiliation of Christ, p. 58, note 6. 

2 Adlee dh ody olkovomiKGs Tots THs dvOpwrérynros pérpots ép éaur@ 7d 
kparely. Quod unus, 18828. By ‘‘economy” Cyril seems to mean 
self-subjection to limitations non-natural to Godhead, eg, the law of 
‘growth, 
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ally ” in professing ignorance. While in stature there 
was real growth, in knowledge and wisdom there was 
only apparent growth. This inconsistency 2 seems to be 
due to the preconceptions with which Cyril approached 
the subject of the Incarnation. Both he and his 
Antiochene opponents assumed that, given an incarna- 
tion of God, a true human experience was impossible. 
The error of both is “over-confident dogmatism as to the 
conditions and possibilities of the Incarnation.” * Athana- 
sius had made some tentative suggestions,* but Cyril is 
bolder, and puts forward a theory which betrays him not 
only into inconsistency with himself, but into an un- 
worthy conception of our Lord’s character, as if He could 
actually feign an ignorance that was not real° 

It is sufficiently clear however that the point of Cyril’s 
contention against Nestorius is this: that the Church 
teaches a condescension of God, not the mere exaltation 
of a man. Cyvril’s difficulties and contradictory state- 
ments result from his effort to explain the mystery 
of a real Divine condescension, without the aid of a 


1 The passages bearing on our Lord’s knowledge as man are collected by 
Bruce, Humiliation of Christ, note A (pp. 366 ff.). See the same work, 
pp. 50-58, for a useful discussion. 

2 A much later writer, belonging to the mystic school of Latin scholas- 
ticism, Richard of 8. Victor, raises the question naturally suggested by the 
Cyrilline view: ‘‘ Placet tibi,” he asks Hugo in the dialogue de Emmanuele, 
lib. ii. c. xviii., ‘‘utdicatur in sapientia profecisse secundum falsitatem, et 
etate quidem secundum veritatem? . . . Dic utrum tibi placeat unam 
eandemque dictionem in una et eadem positione, juxta historicum sensum 
ad diversas acceptiones accommodare.” 

3 Bruce, op. cit. p. 56. * Cp. p. 302. 

5 Theodoret, Reprehensio xii. capp. Cyril. on anath. 4, says: “If He 
knows the day, and from a desire to hide it says He knows not, see to 
what a blasphemy the inference leads ; 4 ydp ddijOea pevdera.” “Cyril’s 
answer is: ‘“‘ The ignorance was not that of the Logos ; but of the form of 
the servant (uop@i dovAov), which only knew at that time so much as the 
indwelling Deity revealed.” This is an unobjectionable statement as 
compared with Cyril’s other expressions. On the whole subject, see 
below, pp. 298 f. 
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truly ethical conception of God. His central thought 
is that of the power of the Logos to appropriate human 
nature and reveal Himself under the limitations it 
imposes. “It was not impossible (durjxavov) to the 
gracious God to make Himself endurable to the limita- 
tions of humanity.”’ He regards the Incarnation too 
exclusively as an act or movement towards man of 
Divine power,—a movement single and complete from 
the first; he does not contemplate it as*a continuous 
effort of self-abasing love, which waits on human de- 
velopment, and tempers itself (to use Hilary’s expression) 
to the capacities of the assumed manhood. The fact is 
that Cyril is dominated by physical ideas.” He regards 
the person of the Word as appropriating human nature 
by a single definite act or process (wows pvovxy). In 
his view the indissolubleness of the €wovs depends on 
its being a Divine act of power, rather than a continuous 
ethical process in which the Divine and human alike 
took part, each according to its true law,—the Divine 
by free appropriation of the human; the human by 
free moral adherence and submission to the Divine. 
_ Thus Cyril failed to find a place in his view of Christ's 
person for the element of truth which Nestorius was 
anxious to maintain, namely, the ethical significance of 
Christ’s manhood. Consequently “not an ethical, but 
primarily a physical Christology, was the result of his 
inquiries; for, according to his representations, the In- 


1 Quod unus, 1293 A. 

2 It is significant that Cyril usually employs neuter expressions (e.9., 
Sto mpdypara, erepoy kal repo) to denote the two natures (Dorner, diy. ii. 
vol. i. p. 71). Theodoret, in reply to Cyril’s third anathema, makes the 
objection that a puctki €vworsimplies physical necessity, whereas the kenosis 
is an act of free moral condescension. 1 yap pious dvaryKaotiKdy Tt earl Kat 
aBotAnrov xphua . . . el Tolvy pvotkh yéyove . . » 1 Kad’ Evwow obvodos, 
um’ dvdeykns TWds Biafduevos, GXN ox? piravOpwmia Kexpnucvos, 6 Geds Noyos 
- guvhpOn TH TOD Sovrov poppy, K.T.A. (Bruce, op. cit. p. 52.) 


408 THE INCARNATION 


carnation was, strictly speaking, accomplished (7.¢. con- 
summated) as soon as the Logos had appropriated the 
human, and made it an actual modification of Himself,—_ 
so soon as the human became physically insubstantiated 
with the Divine. From that time onwards, the human 
aspect pursued no longer even a relatively independent 
course, although the Logos, during His mundane existence, 
was mindful of, and regulated His self-representation 
according to, human laws.”* Both Cyril and Nestorius 
seem to have ethical interests at heart, but both are 
hampered in their treatment of the Incarnation by their 
metaphysical conception of Deity. The result is that while 
Cyril dwells too exclusively on the Incarnation as a physi- 
cal fact, Nestorius exaggerates the reality of the moral 
process or discipline by which the manhood of the Logos 
was “made perfect.” The two views were really com- 
plementary. Cyril started from the Divine side, insisting 
on the unity of the person, and looking at the Divine 
fact in its completeness and entirety; the Antiochenes 
started from the human side, and looked at the Incar- 
nation as a status exinanitionis,—a process tending 
towards consummation. Cyril's thought is dominated 
by the theology of S. John; the Christology of the 
Antiochene school may be said to recall the teaching of 
the Epistle to the Hebrews, reproducing it, however, in 
a distorted form. 

It must be admitted that there is in Cyril a very 
strong vein of monophysitism, though perhaps it is less 
pronounced than in Gregory of Nyssa. Practically the 
Redeemer’s manhood ceases to have independent signifi- 
cance ; it is transformed and “ deified” to a point which 
makes it only nominally “ consubstantial” with ours. In 
his language Cyril is obviously in some sense monophysite; 
for he insists that the Logos after the Incarnation ever 


1 Dorner, div, ii, vol, i. p. 78, 
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remained what He had been before, wia ¢vous, in spite 
of the fact that he strenuously denies the imperfection of 
the manhood or its confusion with the Godhead. But 
he is so dominated by the exclusive idea of the Incar- 
nation as a Divine redemptive act, that his mode of 
expression is physical, and his illustrations even “ bear a 
chemical character.”1 He regards as an act of simple 
power, what is after all a supreme display of love; and he 
underrates that element of moral co-operation on the part 
of man which is an essential condition of his redemption. 
There is, in fact, a docetic element in Cyril, in spite of his 
energetic protests against docetism.” But on the other hand 
he cannot be fairly accused of ignoring the historical Christ 
of the Gospels.* Rather it is an unhistorical analysis of 
the person of Christ which offends both his historical and 
religious instincts.* He looks on Christ not merely as 
the example. or type of holy manhood, but as a Divine 
gift to man,—a Divine Being, mighty to save, who has 
actually entered into vital union with our race. In his 
general point of view Cyril is far more true than the 
Antiochenes to the religious consciousness of Christen- 
. dom. Christian tradition is on his side. 
The letters to Nestorius® and to John of Antioch, 
which have ecumenical sanction, call for some brief notice. 
1. The main point on which Cyril lays stress is the 

unity and continuity of the Redeemer’s person. The 
Logos (4 Tod Aoyou pvous) took to Himself a body of flesh 

1 Dorner, div. ii. vol. i. p. 73, 

2 See, e.g., de Inc. Unig. 1196 o (where he uses the expression raxeta 
kal évapyis oixovoula of the Incarnation), and the page following. 

3 See de Inc. Unig. 1215; ad regin. ii. 1384 ff. 

4 Seeberg, Lehrbuch, i. 208. Op. Dorner, div. ii. vol. i. pp. 60, 61. 

> Hp. ii. and Ep. iii, to Nestorius are published separately by P. E. Pusey ; 
in Migne’s ed. they are numbered 4 and 17 respectively. The letter to 
John of Antioch is no. 39 in Migne (P.G. 77). See Pusey’s preface. 


N.B.—The references are to Pusey’s edition of The three epistles 
* (Oxford, 1884]. 
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animated by a reasonable soul, uniting it hypostatically 
to Himself (Zp. p. 6). Here the personal union (7) «af 
iméatacw &vwow, evoois bToctatiKy) is opposed to a — 
union Kata Oédrnow povnv % evdoxiavy, which would 
imply the assumption merely of a person or individual 
man (rpoodnwis mpotwTou povov). 

2. The general character of the Incarnation: it was an 
act of loving condescension undertaken “for us and for 
-our salvation ” (Epp. i. p. 6; ii. p. 18); it involved the 
“endurance” (dmopuelvar) of a human birth (1. p. 6); a 
voluntary self-exinanition (xaOels éavTov eis Kévoow, 
ii. p. 18; éxovovov Kévwow, p. 28). Cyril so far views 
the Divine act ethically, as a free and voluntary move- 
ment of Divine pity towards man. 

3. The distinction of the two natures vs preserved (i. p. 6). 
There was no confusion of the manhood with the Godhead, 
but the Logos “ appropriated ” (o’cecovpevos, i. p. 6; ii. p. 
24), and made His own, all the ordinary accidents and 
attributes of a true humanity, without undergoing any 
change in His own Divine nature (uewevnxa@s orrep ty 
eds . . . dtpertos yap éote Kab dvaddolwtos TavTEAas 
0 avTos dee pévev, Hp. ii. p. 20); He remained azrais 
ev TO Taoyovts coyati (Hp. i. p. 8; cp. 7). While 
actually lying in the manger “ He was filling the whole 
creation as God” (Zp. ii. p. 20). Both natures are_ 
perfect and entire, distinct and unconfused (Zp. iii. p. 48). 

4, The one person of Christ results from the conjunction 
of the two natures (i. 6, amotekecacav [TOV Picewr] TOV 
éva Kipiov cal Xprorov), Christ is é€ dudoty eis. The 
union (€vwors) is no mere “ conjunction ” (cuvddera) such 
as in virtue of worth or dignity a man might have with God 
(il. p. 22); nor is it a mere “ juxtaposition ” (apaGeors) of 
two persons ; nor a mere relative or accidental “ partici- 
pation” (uéGeEss oyetixy), like that of those who are 
morally united to God. Cyril specially rejects cuvddea 
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{the Nestorian term) as “inadequate to express the nature 
of the union” (ibid.). The union is ca’ brdotacw,, or, as 
Cyril elsewhere expresses it, Evwous huovkn (ii. p. 36), we. 
real, and resulting in one indivisible person or ¢vaus.! 

5. The communicatio idiomatum. The unity of the 
person makes it possible to ascribe human accidents, eg. 
birth, death, suffering, to the Logos (i. p. 6 f.), and Divine 
properties to the flesh (Gt. pi) GdAOTpLoy Tod Adyou TO 
capa adtod, i. p. 8; cap idia tod Aodyov, ii. p. 26). 
Catholic worship is not devotion paid to a man together 
with the Logos (i. p. 8), but is addressed to the one person 
who has made manhood His own. ‘Thus, too, the blessed 
Virgin may be called Theotokos (i. p. 10), as being the 
mother of the sacred humanity which the Logos deigned 
to assume. Further, the one eternal person of the Son 
not only gives infinite worth and efficacy to the suffer- 
ings and actions of the assumed manhood, but also 
imparts to the very flesh itself a vitalising power. He 
who is the Life indeed (ii. p. 24) has made the flesh His 
own, and endued it with a sanctifying and quickening 
power. What we partake of in the Eucharist is not 
ordinary flesh, but the flesh assumed by Him who is the 
Life, our very God and Saviour (ii. p. 26). 

6. Positive teaching of the anathemas. 

(1) Christ is Qeds Kar’ anjPeav, and Mary is QcoToxos. 

(2) The Logos is united to the human nature person- 
ally (ka? troctacw). 

(3) The union of the two natures excludes any duality 
of persons (i7ootdces) united merely by a moral “ con- 

1 Qn the phrase pvowxh evwors, see Petav. de Incarn. iii. 4. In this con- 
nection the word implies (1) that the union is real (cp. kar’ ddjGeay in 
anath. 1), as opposed to the simulated union of Nestorius—a union merely 
of grace and favour. (2) personal—the result being a single person : 
“unus aliquis exsistit, non aggregatione sola, neque consensione volunta- 


tum.” (3) The union is that of man’s Pvous, not of a human person, to 
* the vais of the Logos, 
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junction” (cuvvadeia) dependent on the power or choice 
of the Logos, or the worth of the person exalted. The 
union consists in “a concurrence into unity of nature” — 
(aivod0os 9 Kal’ Evaow pvorkny). 

(4) The utterances of Christ in Scripture are not to 
be allotted some to the Godhead, some to the manhood, 
but all to the one person of the Word. 

(5) Christ is not merely @eopopos avOpwrros, Dewm 
Jerens homo, but verily God. 

(6) The Word is not “ God” or “ Lord of Christ,” but 
the self-same person is truly God and man. 

(7) Christ is not merely a man in-wrought (évnpyjo Gar) 
by the Logos, or invested with the glory of the only- 
begotten, as if he were another than He. 

(8) The adoration of Christ is not the “co-worship ” 
or “co-glorification” of a man; it is an undivided act of 
homage to Emmanuel. 

(9) Christ does not use the Divine power as an endow- 
ment derived from another, but the Spirit is His own. 

(10) The very Word of God Himself became our High 
Priest and the Apostle of our confession ; nor had He need 
to offer sacrifice for Himself, but for us alone. 

(11) The flesh of the Lord is life-giving, as being the 
own flesh of the Logos, who is mighty to quicken all 
things. It is not the flesh of one who is merely joined 
to the Logos in virtue of moral worth, or is merely the 
subject of Divine indwelling.* 

(12) The very Word of God suffered, was crucified, 
and tasted death, and was made the first-born from the 
dead, being Himself as God both Life and Giver of Life. 


1Cp. Quod wnus, 13860 6, D. 

* See the comments of Petav. de Incarn. vi. 17 on the anathemas of 
Nestorius and Cyril. On anath. 2 he explains xa@’ trécracw as meaning in 
this place a “real union,” not a mere union of relation (vwous oxeriKy): 
kaG’ brdoraow is equivalent to vere et substantive, 
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Note— The phrase uia dios tod Acyou cecapxwpérn. 

Cyril’s own statements may be illustrated by the follow- 
ing passage from the Hp. i. ad Succensum [Migne, P.G. 77, 
Lp. xlv.|, quoted by Petavius (iv. 6):— 

peTa THY Evwoww ov Scatpoduev Tas hiaeus am’ Gddjdon, 
ovde eis Svo Téuvoper viodrs Tov eva Kal apépiotov, GAN 
&va papev viov Kal, ws of Tatépes cipncact, play dvow 
tod Adyou cecapkapevny. 

It is to be observed—(1) That the expression was 
ascribed to Athanasius (Jo. Damase. de orth. fid. iii. 6). 
This, however,is expressly denied by Leontius, who declares 
that Cyril was the first orthodox writer who employed the 
phrase ; it was frequently used, he says, by Apollinaris, and 
had brought upon Cyril himself the charge of being an 
Apollinarian. The question whether Athanasius really 
used the expression is one of some perplexity, as Petavius 
admits (iv. 6, §§ 5-8).2 Athanasius does use the phrase 
ovcia tod Adyov, a fact which Newman considers some 
corroboration of Cyril’s @s of warépes eipjxacn. 

' (2) The expression is qualified by the use both of 
mpocwtov and tmocracis: eg. Ep. ad Nest. iii. évt 
_Towyapoty Tpoc@m@m Tas éy Tois eEvayyediows Tacas 
avaberéov hwvds, troctdce. pid Th Tod Adyou cecap- 
Kkopéevn. Cp. adv. Nest. it. p. 93 D. 

It is also illustrated by the image frequently employed 
by Cyril, of the soul and body united in a single human 
personality. It is clear, too, from the context that the 
intention of the phrase is to exclude the Nestorian idea of 
a dual sonship. 

(3) The explanations of the phrase are mainly two— 

(2) Some hold that Cyril simply uses the word vous 


1 Migne, P.G. vol. lxxvii. p. 232 . 

? On the tendency to ascribe writings of Apollinaris to Athanasius, see 
Loofs, Dogmengesch. § 35,5. Apoll. most probably used the full phrase 
- of Cyril ; 2bid, § 35, 2. 
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as equivalent to irecracts. The passage adv. Nest. ui. p. 
93D has pla troctaci 4 TOU Aoyov cecapKopéern. 
» dvows Tod Aoyev would accordingly mean “ the person — 
of the Word.” Thus Cyril himself, in defending 
his second anathema against Theodoret says, ) Tod Adoyou 
dows iyyouv % Urdactacts 6 oti avtos 6 Adyos, K.T.d1 

(>) Others maintain that Cyril’s ¢vovs means “ nature,” 
and that he is not so much insisting on the singleness of 
Christ’s person, as on the actual union of Dey with man- 
hood: ov yap eime Tod yptaTod piay picw cecapKwpérny, 
GAL play dicw Tod Oeod Adyou cecapKapéevnv, THY 
adAnv dvow dnrov (Leont. ap. Petav. iv. 7, 4). This 
seems to be favoured by Cyril’s own words in his second 
letter to Succensus (Ep. xlvi. Migne, P.G 77, p. 244 4). In 
this letter Cyril lays great stress on the word cecapkwpéevn 
as definitely intended to express the assumption of, a 
complete manhood. 

Combining these somewhat divergent statements, it 
would appear that by 7 gvats Tod Aoyou Cyril meant “the 
Divine nature as it subsists in the person of the Logos.” ” 
The expression thus guards against the notion that any 
other person of the Blessed Trinity became incarnate ; 
while cecapxwuévn is intended to express the duality 
of the natures. It was precisely this last word which 
Eutyches omitted. 

What Cyril wished to maintain was— 

(i.) The inseparable conjunction of the two natures. 
They are for ever ddcaiperor év tn Kal? brooTacw évocet. 
Cp. Ep. ii. ad Succens, [Migne, Hp. xlvi. p. 245]. 

(ii.) The impersonality and dependence of the man- 


lap. Damase. de orth. fid. iii, 11; Theod. Repr. xii. capp. [ed. Schulze, 
vol. v. p. 13]. 

2 So Damasc. concludes (iii. 11) éore 7d elrety plow Tod Adyou oi're Thy 
brbcracw poynv onuatver odre 7d Kowdy T&v Nroordcewv, GANA Thy Kowhv oiow 
€v Ty Tod Adyou brogrdce: ONKaS Pewpovpmevny. 
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hood, which the Word uses as His instrument,! absolutely 
dependent on Himself. 

(ii.) The unity and continuity of the person in Christ, 

The following passage from Dr. Newman’s Athanasian 
treatises perhaps expresses Cyril’s real meaning. When 
the Word became fiesh, “all that He ever had continued 
to be His; what He took on Himself was only an 
addition. There was no change; in His Incarnation He 
did but put on a garment. That garmeht was not He, 
or, as Athanasius speaks, avrés, or, as the next century 
worded, ‘His person.’ That av’ros was, as it had ever 
been, one and the same with His divinity, oveéa, or 
gvois; it was this dvous, as one with His person, which 
took to Itself a manhood. He had no other person than 
He had had from the beginning; His manhood had no 
personality of its own; it was a second dvovs, but not a 
second person; it never existed till it was His; for its 
integrity and completeness it depended on Him, the 
Divine Word. It was one with Him; and through, and 
in Him, the Divine Word, it was one with the Divine 
nature; it was but indirectly united to it, for the medium 
of union was the person of the Word. And being thus 
without personality of its own, His human nature was 
relatively to Himself. . . . a epi avdrév, a mepiBory, a 
oupBeBnkos, a ‘something else besides His substance, 
an dpyavov. Such was His human nature; it might be 
called an additional attribute.” ? 

The real fault of Cyril’s phrase pla dvous is its vague- 
ness. He follows Athanasius in expressing the absolute 
dependence of the manhood on the Logos by calling the 
Divine Logos alone ¢dous.? It is obvious how readily 


1 Cp. adv. Nest. ii. p. 96 A. 

2 Newman, Ath. Treatises, vol. ii. pp. 426f. [ed. 2]. Op. Ath. Orat. 
ec, Arian, ii. 45, iii. 84, etc. Petav. de Incarn, iil. 4, §§ 15, 16. 

3So Ath. distinguishes between ¢vois and odpt, Orat. iii. 34 ‘*In 
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the monophysites might appeal to Cyril’s authority in 
support of their view that deus was identical with vTroc- 
racws. Cyril's theology is correct, but his terminology 
confused: “his fault was principally that of tenaciously 
clinging to the vagueness of expression and thought 
which prevailed at an earlier period, without its defective- 
ness being felt—treating [the earlier terminology] as 
though it were perfect and satisfactory; and setting 
himself in opposition to those who demanded that the 
unity should be more accurately defined, and the ratzonale 
of it more distinctly exhibited.” Cyril’s formula, in 
fact, marks his failure to do justice to the Antiochene 
position as represented by men like Theodoret. The 
theologians of Antioch in their recoil from Apollinarianism 
had made the attempt to analyse the “primitive and 
immediate intuition” of the unity of Christ’s person; to 
recognise and do justice to both the elements which 
entered into the problem. Cyril thought it enough to 
state the paradox (eg. the Son of God drradés érabev), 
and to lay stress on its incomprehensibleness, without 
contributing in any appreciable degree to the solution 
of the problem. In view, however, of the pantheistic 
tendencies of the time, the work of Chalcedon was not 
less essential than that of Ephesus to the preservation of 
Christian faith. 


comparison of the Divine Person who had taken flesh, what He had 
taken was not so much a nature, though it was strictly a nature, as the 
substance of a manhood which was not substantive.” Ath. Treatises, ii. 
p. 327. 

1 Dorner, div. ii. vol. i. p. 57. Cp. pp. 109, 110. 

2 The religious consciousness of the Church was content merely with a 
strong and definite statement of the mystery, and no more: cw mpoo- 
xuveloOw 7d a&ppyrov. Harnack, ii, 331. Dorner refers to Hom. pasch. 
xvii. as an instance of Cyril’s tendency to speak of the problem as an 
absolute mystery or miracle: wépa Adyou 7d Batwa, he says. [Migne, 
P.G. |xxvii. p. 781 A. ] 
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§ LI. Eurycuranism 


Many of Cyril's adherents were dissatisfied with the 
compromise which was effected in 433 between the Antio- 
chenes and Cyril. The formula accepted had stated the 
doctrine of the dvadopd tay dicewv in terms too decisive 
to be acceptable to many of the Egyptian bishops! The 
monophysite tendency in a pronounced form reappeared 
after Cyril’s death (444) ; its main representatives being 
Cyril’s successor Dioscurus and the archimandrite Euty- 
ches, head of a monastery in Constantinople. 

1. There can be no doubt that Dioscwrus at least was 
principally actuated by motives of policy; he not only 
represented the traditional hatred of Alexandria for “New 
Rome,” but probably aimed at a kind of papal dominion 
over the East. EurycHEs represented the Alexandrine 
theology at Constantinople. He was an aged monk of 
unbalanced convictions and strong anti-Nestorian zeal, 
who clung to the Cyrilline formula pia gvois peta tiv 
évwow. He seems to have renewed the charge of Nes- 
torianism against those who, like his own bishop Flavian, 
‘ adhered to the formula of union agreed upon in 433. 
Consequently in 448 he was accused of heresy by Eusebius 
of Doryleum, before a synod held at Constantinople. 
After some display of reluctance he was induced to make 
the statement, oporoyd é« dvo dicewv yeyerhobar rov 
KUPLOV NaV Tpo THS évocews, peta Oe THY Evwoww plav 
gow oporoyd. He illustrated his proposition by the 
simile used by Gregory of Nyssa,—that of a drop of vinegar 
absorbed in the ocean; further, he maintained that the 
body of the Redeemer was not “ consubstantial” with ours.” 


1 Cyril in his letter to Hulogius (Hp. xliv., Migne, P.G. 77) shows his 
consciousness of this dissatisfaction, and offers explanations. 

2 See Flavian’s letter to Leo, Leo. Hp. xxii. See also Hp. xxvi. It 
would seem that Eutyches was induced to withdraw the last proposition. 


27 
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Condemned by the council, Eutyches appealed to Leo of 
Rome; who ultimately, after some hesitation, on receipt . 
of an authentic statement of the case from Flavian, and 
an urgent appeal for a decisive statement, addressed to 
him the celebrated Tome (Hp. xxviii.). 

Meanwhile Dioscurus, aware of his opportunity, had 
induced Theodosius to summon a council at Ephesus 
(449); at which 135 prelates attended, and Leo himself 
was represented by three legates. The result of the 
synod was a foregone conclusion. After proceedings of 
incredible violence, Eutyches was declared orthodox by 
all but a small minority of those present, and was 
restored to the position of which he had been deprived ; 
Flavian, Ibas of Edessa, Eusebius, Theodoret, and Domnus 
of Antioch were deposed. Flavian actually died as the 
result of the violence suffered by him, and Anatolius, an 
adherent of the Alexandrian primate, succeeded to the 
vacant see. No new dogmatic formula was issued by 
the council, but the “faith of the Fathers” of Nicea and 
Ephesus was confirmed. The unscrupulous boldness and 
resolution of Dioscurus had triumphed, “the Church of the 
East lay at the feet of the Alexandrian patriarch, and he 
had achieved all with the Emperor’s assent.” ? 

Such was the disorderly “ Latrocinium ” of Ephesus. 
The situation, however, was rapidly changed by the death 
of Theodosius in 450. He was succeeded by Marcian 
and Pulcheria, who were resolved to summon a new 
council at Chalcedon, 451. Leo's one aim since the 


1 Leo. Hp. xxi. Eutyches appends a passage attributed to Julius of 
Rome, but afterwards shown to be by Apollinaris, denying the duality of 
natures in Christ. 

* Harnack, ii. 862. Harnack denies that the Synod deserves the 
name ‘‘Robber-Synod” ; it represents, he thinks, ‘‘ the tradition of con- 
temporary piety.” 

>So Leo calls it, Hp. xev. Cp, Loofs, Dogm. § 38, 1; and see Bright, 
S. Leo, note 139, for a fuller account of the circumstances, 
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Latrocinium had been to annul its proceedings, and secure 
the holding of a council in Italy... But he was very un- 
willing that a council should be held in the East, and even 
went so far as to maintain that the necessity for a Synod 
had passed; that it would, in short, be “ inopportune.” 2 
But the Emperor remained firm, and the council was 
accordingly held at Chalcedon in October 451. Possibly 
as many as 630 bishops attended, including proxies—the 
largest number ever yet assembled. Leo claimed pre- 
cedence, and exercised his right through his four legates ; 
he also took it for granted that his Tome, which obtained 
no hearing at Ephesus, would be regarded as decisive. 

The number of the council’s sessions is variously 
reckoned, but was probably fifteen at least; the pro- 
ceedings were very tumultuous; the assembled prelates 
repudiated Dioscurus as eagerly as they had followed his 
lead at Ephesus. He was deposed, and the Tome was 
accepted as expressing “the faith of the fathers and 
apostles.” “Peter,” cried the bishops, “has spoken by Leo.” 
All except thirteen Egyptian prelates‘ signed the Tome. 

The general result of the Council was— 

(1) The condemnation and banishment of Dioscurus. 

(2) The acceptance of Leo’s Tome and of Cyril’s Epistles 
to Nestorius as a standard of orthodox belief. 

(3) The drawing up of a new definition, in spite of 
the protests of the Roman legates. 

2. It is important to form an exact idea of the error 
which the Church excluded by the Definition of the 
Council of Chalcedon. The error of Eutyches really 
sprang from the same root as that of Nestorius, de. 
inability to conceive of “nature” apart from “personality.” 


1 See Lpp. xliv., liv. 2 Hp. \xxxiii. 2, 3 Bp. xciii. 1, 2. 

4 These thirteen implored the Council not to insist on their subscription 
to the ome before a new archbishop was appointed. See Bright, Ch. Hist. 
" p. 407 f., and canon 80 of the Council, ap. Hefele, Conciliengesch. ii. 519, 
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Nestorius supposed that a dual nature must imply a 
dual personality ; Eutyches, in repudiating the idea of a 
dual personality, clung to the idea of only a single 
nature. It has often been pointed out? that Eutyches 
in appealing to Cyril’s formula, wia pda tod Aoyou 
cecapxwpévyn, omitted the last word, on which Cyril 
‘himself had insisted as supplying a proper safeguard of 
the real humanity of Christ; he quite overlooked Cyril’s 
clear teaching as to the Svagopa Tav Picewy, an expres- 
sion actually adopted in the formulary of Chalcedon. 
What Eutyches in effect maintained was either an 
absorption of the human nature into the Divine, or a 
fusion (ctvyxvows) of the two natures; so at least his 
meaning was interpreted by Theodoret.? Accordingly 
his reluctant admission before the synod of Constanti- 
nople that Christ was opuoovcvos yuiv as touching His 
manhood, was practically valueless. What he denied 
was the reality and permanence of our Lord’s humanity. 
Thus though it was unjust to charge Eutyches with 
reviving the Apollinarian or Valentinian view® of Christ’s 
humanity as if Deity had converted itself into flesh, yet 
it is true that in tendency Eutyches belongs to the 
docetic school of heresy,‘ since he does practically 
deny the real assumption of our manhood by the Son of 
God. At the best, his idea must have been that the 
effect of the éywors was not merely an exaltation or 
glorification of our humanity, but an actual transmutation 
of it.» The fact is that Kutyches had evidently no clear 
idea as to the constitution of Christ’s person. “He did 
not pretend to comprehend the mystery of the Incarnation, 


1¢,g., Petav. de Incarn. i. 15, § 7. 

2 In his dialogue, Hranistes. See Bruce, Hwmitl. of Christ, pp. 59, 60. 

° So Flavian, Leon. pp. xxii. + Petay. de Incarn. i. 15, § 1. 

° Cp. Dorner, div. ii. vol. i. pp. 83, 84, and note 19 (p. 404), and Bruce, 
Humil. of Christ, pp. 60, 61. 
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but rather gloried in proclaiming its incomprehensible- 
ness.” He was the victim of an exaggerated reverence. 
The Deity in Christ seemed so entirely to overshadow 
the human nature that the latter shrank into nothingness, 
or rather vanished altogether ; and even if the humanity 
were acknowledged to exist in fact after its assumption 
by the Word, it could not be reverently thought of as 
consubstantial with ours.? : 

3. Leo’s famous letter to Flavian exhibits all the 
characteristics of an understanding practical, strong, and 
sagacious, but unversed in the subtle distinctions which 
occupied the Greek mind, and incapable of contributing 
more to the solution of the problem than a clear antithetic 
statement of its factors. It is virtually a reproduction of 
current Western theology in terms already adopted and 
fixed by Tertullian. It exhibits the uniform tone and ten- 
dency of the Roman Church ; its tenacious hold upon the 
faith; its practical rather than speculative interest in theo- 
logy. Leo “betrays his dogmatic naiveté in maintaining 
that the twelve clauses of the Apostles’ Creed sufficed for 
the refutation of the Eutychian as of other heresies.” 2 

In the same spirit he begins his letter to Flavian by 
referring to three clauses of the Roman creed as destructive 
of “the engines of almost all heretics,” the clauses which 
state the nativitas divina and nativitas temporalis of the 
Son. This reference to the symbol of his own Church is 
consistent with the papal tone of Leo throughout the 
whole controversy. He speaks as if he were a supreme 
arbiter, referred to by the Emperor and the Church alike 

1 According to Eutyches, Christ’s body was not c&ua dvOpdrov, though 
it might be called cGya dvOpwrwov. The essence (ovcla) of manhood 
ceased to exist in the Word made flesh. 

2 Hp. xxxi. 4, “‘Siquidem ipsa catholici symboli brevis et perfecta 
confessio, que duodecim apostolorum totidem est signata sententiis, tam 


_ instructa sit munitione celesti ut omnes hereticorum opiniones solo tpsius 
possint gladio detruncari.” (Seeberg, Lehrbuch der Dogm. i. p. 220.) 
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for a final decision on the point of faith. Flavian is to 
be instructed as to the orthodox view.! Leo anticipates 
that the decision of the Ephesine Council will merely be 
a supplementary endorsement of the Zome, ut pleniore 
judicio omnis possit error aboleri.” 

The following points are characteristic in the teaching 
of the Tome :— 

(a) The duality of the natures is asserted. Christ is 
both God and Man; both natures remain what they 
were, salva proprietate (idudTns) utriusque nature (c. 3). 
This thesis, it should be noticed, is expressed and 
developed in terms derived from Tertullian (natura, 
substantia, etc.), and other Western Fathers, e.g. Ambrose, 
Hilary, and Augustine. 

(0) The two natures unite in one person, and each 
fulfils its proper functions in the incarnate life; the 
two act in reciprocal correlation, each according to its 
own proper law. <Agit enim utraque forma cum alterius 
- communione quod proprium est; Verbo scilicet operante 
quod Verbs est, et carne exsequente quod carnis est. Unum 
horum coruscat miraculis, aliud succumbit injuriis, ete. 
Leo seems to regard the personality as the result, or 
sum-total, of the union of two natures; the person is 
the centre of consciousness and action in a Being who is 
both God and man From the unity of the person 
follows the communicatio idiomatum (c. 5). 

(c) Leo’s interest is mainly soteriological. The final 
cause of the Incarnation was man’s redemption (c. 3); 
the restoration of fallen humanity demanded a mediator 
between God and man, at once Divine and human, ze. 

Cp. Ep. xxvii. (to Flavian), ‘‘Rescribimus ... ut fraternitatem 
tuam, quid de tota causa constitui debeat, tnstrwamus.” 

? Hp. xxxiii, 2. Op. Harnack, ii. p. 356. 

8 Leo does not throw light on the problem of Christ’s personality—to 


which nature it belongs, or whether it is distinct from both ; nor does he 
explain how the unity of person is compatible with duality of nature. 
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passible and impassible, mortal and immortal. The 
motive was pity: the Redeemer’s work was inclinatio 
miserationis, non defectio potestatis, Leo seems to minimise 
the xévwous, insisting after the manner of Cyril that the 
Son of God, in taking human nature, a paterna gloria non 
recessit (c. 4). It may be urged, however, that other 
passages in his writings define his meaning more exactly : 
he simply means that the Divine Son did not cease to be 
very God! The forma servi did not detract from the 
Jorma Dei; the condescension of God did not change or 
impair His nature. This ethical view of the Incarnation 
is an important element in Leo’s Christology ; but it may 
fairly be urged that it is somewhat unduly restricted.? 
The free course of infinite love is of course limited by 
other necessary perfections of Deity; but Leo, like 
Cyril, seems somewhat over-confident in determining a 
priori the conditions of the mystery. 

(d) The special point of value in Leo’s Christology is 
his insistance on the permanence of Christ’s manhood. 
Our human nature, assumed by the Word, remains com- 
plete in its integrity,® fulfilling its appropriate functions ; 
in its exaltation, mankind as a whole is advanced to its 
- true destiny. To deny the reality of the manhood is to 
fall under the condemnation of 1 John iv. 2 and 3 (reading 
omms spiritus qui solvit Jeswm), and implies a docetic 
denial of the reality of the sufferings “undertaken for 
the salvation of the world.” 

(e) We may observe also that Leo is imbued with the 
thought that the true faith is a via media between con- 
flicting errors. He states with great clearness and 
precision the two sides of the antithesis involved in a 
fact like the Incarnation. But there is no attempt at a 


1 Cp. Bright, note 150. 
2 See Dorner, div. ii. vol. i. p. 88; ep. Bruce, Hwml. of Christ, pp. 64, 65. 
3 “Caro naturam nostri generis non relinquit,” c 4. 
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solution of problems, nor any definite statement as to the 
relation between the two natures, or the conditions and 
consequences of their union in the one person of the - 
Word. This omission is particularly noticeable in relation 
to the question of Christ’s human knowledge, which had 
specially engaged Cyril’s attention. In fact, the exact 
relation between the Godhead and the Manhood at 
different stages of the incarnate life, and the reciprocal 
influence of each on the other, was not a subject which 
concerned Leo; he was simply intent on guarding the 
integrity of either nature, as a necessary condition of true 
redemption. Christ must be totus in suis as the Redeemer ; 
totus in nostris, because it was our nature which He had 
created originally, and which needed renewal (c. 3). 

4, From Leo’s Zome we pass to the Definition of Chal- 
cedon, with which it evidently stands in close relation. 
Some of the terms of the Definition appear, in fact, to con- 
dense the teaching of Leo, eg. the four words, aovyyitws, 
atpéntos, adiupétos, ayeplotes, while its main thesis 
—the distinctness and perfection of the two natures— 
seems to expand the Leonine phrases salva proprietate 
utriusque nature ; totus in suis, totus in nostris. 

The Definition appears to be the revised form of a 
previous document which had been drawn up with the 
express purpose of meeting the views of the Egyptian 
element in the council. The Egyptian adherents of 
Dioscurus, in fact, formed a party which it was dangerous 
to offend or ignore. Dioscurus had been deposed for 
having denied the two natures of Christ; accordingly in 
the new formula was inserted the phrase é« dvo ¢icewr, 
which on the one hand secured the duality of natures, 
yet on the other could be adopted without scruple by 
the monophysite or Eutychian party.2 Naturally the 


1 Cp. Bruce, Humiliation of Christ, p. 63. Loofs, § 38, 2. 
2 The Definilion seems also to have omitted the title @cordxos. 
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formula was strongly objected to by the Roman legates 
and the Orientals; and a commission was appointed to 
revise it. The choice lay between following Dioscurus 
‘or Leo; between making concessions to the obstinate 
Egyptian party, and embodying in the decree the most 
salient propositions of the Tome. The result was that the 
equivocal phrase é« Sto dvcewy was altered into év dvo 
gvcecwv, and thus the permanence of Christ’s manhood, 
as Leo had taught it, was finally secured. 

The Definition begins by ratifying the symbols of 
Nica and Constantinople; it then states the two forms 
of corruption which the faith has suffered at the hands 
of (1) those who deny to the Virgin the title Zheotokos ; 
(2) those who introduce a confusion or mixture of the 
two natures, representing the nature of the manhood and 
the Godhead as one (ulav dio), and so ascribing passi- 
bility. to the Divine nature. On account of these, the 
Definition endorses the letters of Cyril to Nestorius and 
John of Antioch; and also the Zome of Leo, “inasmuch 
as it accords with the confession of the great Peter, and 
is a common pillar against the heterodox.” 

Next, the Definition condemns those who teach a dual 
sonship; or the passibility of the Son’s Divine nature; 
or the confusion of the two natures; or a non-human 
origin of Christ’s body; or the existence of two natures 
before, but of only one after, the union. The positive 
confession of faith comes last, and is in effect an ex- 
pansion of the second article of the creed: and in 
Jesus Christ, His only Son, our Lord. “We teach and 
confess,” says the formula, “one and the same Son, our 
Lord Jesus Christ, réAevov tov avrov év Oeotnts, TéXeLov 


10On the part played by the Emperor and the State authorities, see 
Dorner, diy. ii. vol. i. p. 98 ff. note 25. Op. Harnack, ii. 372. It was in 
the fifth session of the Council that the Definition was adopted and de- 
- elared authoritative. 
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Tov avtov év avOpwmorntt, Oeov adrnOas Kat avOpwror 
GrnOds tov adtov éx wpuyis AoyiKhs Kal cwpaTos, 
6uoovtcrov 76 Ilatpi xata tiv OedTnTa, Kal opoovovov 
Tov adtov hyiv kata tiv avOpwrotnta .... &va Kai 
tov avtov Xpiorov, ‘Yiov, Kupiov povoyeri, év dvo 
diceow daovyxitws, atpértas, adiaipétws, &xYopiaTos 
yvopeComevov, K.T.r.” 

Here is stated (1) the unity of our Lord’s Divine 
person, (2) the reality and permanence of each nature, 
(3) the relationship of. the two natures. They are 
united without confusion or intermingling (dovyxvTes) ; 
without alteration or change (a@tpemrws) of their dis- 
tinctive attributes; without any division of person 
(advatpétws), or any subsequent severance of the two 
natures united (4ywpictws). “His two natures have 
knit themselves the one to the other, and are in that 
nearness as incapable of confusion as of distraction. 
Their coherence hath not taken away the difference 
between them. Flesh is not become God, but doth still 
continue flesh, although it be now the flesh of God.” ? 
The historical importance of the Definition may be 


1The present Greek text has éx do dicewv, but the old Latin trans. 
in duabus naturis. Hefele, Conciliengeschichte, ii. p. 451 note 3, shows 
convincingly that the original reading was év do ¢icecw. Probably 
éx Sto dicewy was a later deliberate alteration, intended to favour 
monophysite tendencies (so Gieseler, Neander, Harnack). Routh (Opusc. 
ii. 119) thinks both expressions were originally used in the formula. 
Cp. Dorner, diy. ii. 1, note 26.  Petav. de Incarn. iii. 5, §§3, 4. Obs. 
the point of év d¥o @vcecw is that it secures what Leo insisted on, viz. the 
permanence of our Lord’s manhood. Jn integra veri hominis perfectaque 
natura verus natus est Deus, totus in suis, totus in nostris (Ep. ad Flav. 
ii.). The phrase ‘‘in two natures” was like saying ‘‘ two natures exist 
under the Incarnation,” or ‘‘ He is, at this moment, man as well as God ” 
(Bright, S. Leo, note 35). Petavius points out that Catholics confess both 
expressions (de Incarn. i. 14, § 8), and quotes Maximus as saying, ‘‘ Christ 
is never more separated from the natures in which He exists, but abides 
ever év avrais €£ Gv kal éorw” (de Incarn. iii. 5, § 7). 

* Hooker, Heel. Pol. v. 53, §2 (quoting Cyril). 
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gathered from a comparison of it with the Zome of 
Leo. It practically involved the acceptance by the 
Oriental Chureh of a Western type of Christology, 
which supplied an element undeveloped in the teaching 
of Cyril. Indeed, the Alexandrian school generally was 
impatient of any scientific distinctions that seemed to 
contradict the completeness of the union between the 
human and Divine natures in Christ’s person.2 Even 
earlier Church teachers had been disinclined to distinguish 
precisely between the Divine and human in the incarnate 
Christ; “for, by so doing, they would have believed 
themselves to be detracting in some measure from the 
marvellous greatness of the final result.”? The fact is 
that prior to the Council of Chalcedon the tendency was 
to regard the Divine nature and the human rather from the 
side of their homogeneity ; to shrink from positing distinc- 
tions within the one person of the Divine Redeemer. But 
the problem raised by Apollinaris compelled the Church 
to examine more closely the very question of the dis- 
tinctions which hitherto had been practically left on 
one side. 

From this point of view we can estimate the real 
value of the Chalcedonian Definition. It guards as a 
fundamental and necessary fact the distinction between 
the Divine and human natures, and thus protects the 
foundations of Christianity against “an anti-ethical 
theory of a physical character— against pantheism.” 
Hitherto the union of the two natures had been regarded 
in a manner somewhat mystical and unreflective. The 

1 Cp. Seeberg, Lehrbuch der Dogm. i. 222; Loofs, Dogm. § 38, 1. 

2Thus even to Athanasius was attributed the phrase ula gious rod 
Abyou cecapxwuévy. The Cappadocian school had, as we have seen, 
exaggerated the idea of the union into that of ‘‘ mixture” (wigs, xpaous, 
-k.7T.A.). Greg. Nyss. had used the simile of the drop of vinegar absorbed 


in the ocean, Op. above, p. 60. 
3 Dorner, div. ii. vol. i. p. 106. 
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monophysitism of Eutyches and his followers was dan- 
gerous because it posited such a union without doing full 
justice to the distinction between the two elements, 
human and Divine. It is probable that this pantheistic 
tendency was to some extent corrected in the West by 
the deep anthropological questions involved in the 
Pelagian controversy and by the spiritual experience of 
men like Augustine, to whom sin and grace were 
supremely important realities. There is a certain 
tendency even in Cyril to speak of sin as if it were a 
disease of humanity, a foreign usurping power to be 
expelled by the redemptive might of the Logos, rather 
than as personal guilt. The school of Antioch, as we 
have seen, had endeavoured to do justice to the ethical 
conditions and requirements involved in the Incarnation ; 
the reality of human freedom, and the necessity of man’s 
co-operation in the work of his deliverance! Thus in 
spite of the fact that the Definition does little more than 
state precisely the two sides of the Christological problem, 
it is of great value as recognising and guarding the 
figure of the historical Christ of the Gospels, so pro- 
tecting the reality and finality of the act whereby the 
Son of God “laid hold” of human nature in order to 
redeem it.” The permanence and perfection of Christ’s 
manhood ; the reality of His brotherhood with men in 
suffering and temptation; the fulfilment of man’s ideal 
destiny in His person,—all these necessary conditions of 
a true redemption are secured by the assertion of His 
“consubstantiality ” with us.3 


"Cp. Dorner, div. ii. vol. i. p. 74. Aug. expresses the thought, “Ipsam 


humanam justitiam operationi Dei tribuendam esse . . - quamvis non 
fiat sine hominis voluntate ” (de Spir. et litt. vii.). 
* Heb. ii. 16. 


3It is important to notice the history of the phrase, dovyxtrws. Tt 
may be traced back to Tert. adv. Pram, xxvii.; Cyril in many passages 
protests against any admixture or confusion of the natures (e.g. adv, 
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On the other hand, there is a weakness in the formula 
which perhaps was inevitable under the circumstances of 
its compilation. That which to writers like Augustine 
presents itself as an act of Divine grace—the assumption 
of human nature by God,—is regarded by the Orientals, 
and even by Leo himself, mainly as a miracle of Divine 
power. The Incarnation is a union of strength with 
weakness ; of majesty with lowliness. “The majesty of 
the Son of God,” says Leo, “ when clothing itself with the 
lowliness of a servant, neither feared diminution, nor 
needed increase ; and by the sole power of Godhead could 
effect that operation of its own mercy which it was 
bestowing on the restoration of man, so as to rescue 
from the yoke of a dreadful tyrant the creature formed 
after God’s image.”1 Not, indeed, that redemption was a 
mere unethical display of omnipotence ;? Leo, at least, is 
fully alive to its significance as an act of wise and pitying 
love; but the manner in which the human and Divine 
natures are united is regarded by the Chalcedonian 
Fathers almost as a physical process (cp. the phrase &vaoes 
gvotxy), wherein the Divine nature assumes human 
nature as its vesture or instrument. In fact the distinc- 
tion between the two natures is quasi-physical; they are 
conceived as two independent ices, whereof the higher 
acts through and in the lower. Further, the Council 
may be said to have failed to recognise the ethical aspect 
of Christ’s humanity as the unique archetype of man- 
hood,—a point which had held such a prominent place 
in the thought of earlier writers like Irenzus and 


Nest. v. 4), any conversion or change (rpom7#, d\dolwors). Cp. Ep. ad Nest. 
ii. (Pusey, p. 20). The catholic writers are very careful in their use of 
language on this point, and observe current philosophical distinctions, 
e.g. allowing xpao.s or pits, but declining ovyxvois, See a note in 
Harnack, ii. 359. 

1 Serm. xxviii. 3 (tr. Bright). 
* 2 See Serm. lxiii. de pass. Dom, xii. 1. 
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Athanasius. “The image of the person of Christ in 
its totality must have receded very far into the back- 
ground as compared with the interest in maintaining 
the distinctions, and yet at no period was there a 
greater necessity for keeping firm hold on it than now, 
when the duality of natures and their infinite distinc- 
tion had been definitely posited.” ? 

We are not altogether unprepared for the reaction 
which followed Chalcedon,—a reaction of which Mono- 
physitism, Monothelitism, Adoptianism are three succes- 
Sive stages. 


1 Dorner, div. ii. vol. i. p. 118. Cp. Bruce, Humiliation of Christ, 
p- 66, 
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MONOPHYSITISM 


§ I. The Monophysite and Monothelite struggle. 

Monophysitism : causes of its persistence. 

I. First stage (457-527), 
The Henoticon. 
Severus. 

2. Second stage (527-565). 
Justinian. 
The Three Chapters. 

3. Different types of pibate ee 
(i.) Theopaschitism. 
(ii.) Christology of Severus: the Phthartolatre. 
(iii.) Julian: the Aphthartodocete. 

4. Defence of the Chalcedonian Definition. 
Leontius of Byzantium. 
Note: the work de persona et duabus naturis [ascribed 

to Boethius]. 

5. Monothelitism ; historical survey. 
Heraclius and Sergius: the Hcthesis. 
Opposition of Roman pontiffs. 
The sixth general Council (680). 

6. The doctrine of monothelitism: different types of 

belief. 

7. The catholic doctrine. 
Maximus. 
The letter of Agatho. 
Concluding remarks, 


§ II. The later theology of the Greek Church. 
1. Christology of John Damascene. 
Note: the doctrine of Christ's human will in John 
Damascene. 
2, ce aneg and mysticism in the Eastern Church. 
aximus. 
The Hesychastic controversy 


§ ITT. Adoptianism in the Latin Church. 

1, Elipandus and Felix. 
Character of their doctrine 

2. Course of the controversy. 
Alcuin contra Felicem. 
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§ TI. MonopHysitisM 


The history of the century following the Council of 
Chalcedon is extremely perplexing, and full of distressing 
and disgraceful incidents. Eutychianism still held its 
ground among the fanatical monks of Egypt and Pales- 
tine. Passionately adhering to the theology of Cyril, 
and embittered by the defeat which the Alexandrine 
dogmatics seemed to have suffered at Chalcedon, the 
Eutychian party became a source of violent disturbance, 
and even danger to the empire. Palestine, Egypt, and 
Syria were their strongholds, whereas Rome tended 
more and more to become the centre of orthodoxy. 
Indeed, the monophysite struggles form a kind of 
transition period, in which the process of dogmatic 
development passes from the Hast to the West. 

After Chalcedon, the adherents of Cyril and Eutyches 
became known as povoducitar, conceding one composite 
nature in Christ, but denying the two natures, on the 
ground that the doctrine implied a Nestorian duality of 
persons in Christ. There were many causes tending to 
the persistence of the monophysite view. The pro- 
ceedings of the Council of 451 had been marked by 
such unseemly passion and violence, that it commanded 
little moral respect; further, the opponents of the 
Chalcedonian theology were, for the most part, superior 
in attainments and ability to the orthodox; it is also 
possible that the growing cultus of the Virgin, under 
the name of TZheotokos, assisted, and to some extent 
popularised, the monophysite tendency. Finally, the 
Eastern jealousy of the West must be taken into account, 
and perhaps also the growth of a desire to assert the 


1 The name Acephali frequently applied to the monophysites originated in 
a local schism at Alexandria after the issue of the Henoticon (482). See Giese- 


. ler, #.H. ii. 92 ; Robertson, Ch. Hist. ii. 277; Petav. de. Incarn. i. 16, § 9. 
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independence of national Churches, as against the increas- 
ing influence of the Byzantine patriarchate. 

In the dreary history of the conflict, the following 
important epochs may be distinguished :— 

1. The period from the death of Marcian to the 
accession of Justinian (457-527). The fearful out- 
break of monophysite violence at Alexandria, in which 
Proterius the patriarch perished (457), necessarily led 
to imperial interference. The resolute efforts of the 
Emperor Leo restored a brief interval of peace to the 
Alexandrine Church; but after his death (474) the 
usurper Basiliscus, who successfully invaded the throne 
of Zeno, and held it for two years, actively favoured the 
monophysites, restored the banished monophysite pre- 
lates Timothy Aelurus and Peter Fullo to their respect- 
ive sees, and went so far as to issue an encyclical letter 
condemning the decisions of Chalcedon and the Tome of 
Leo. The effect, however, of this high-handed action 
was neutralised by the energy of Acacius, patriarch of 
Constantinople. On his restoration to power, Zeno, at 
the advice of Acacius, issued the so-called Henoticon, or 
symbol of union (482), with the immediate object. of 
allaying the disorders at Alexandria, though the docu- 
ment was intended to be used as a standard for other 
Churches also.” This document ignored the Definition of 
Chalcedon, by observing strict silence on the question 


‘The historians note that this is the first instance of an imperial 
document dealing with doctrine. 

*See it ap. Gieseler, HH. vol. ii. p. 92 note 14. It acknowledges 
only the creed of Nica, confirmed at Constantinople and accepted at 
Ephesus ; anathematises Nestorius and Eutyches ; adopts the anathemas 
of Cyril; and finally states Christ’s consubstantiality with the Father 
and with us, and the entire oneness of His person, évds yap elvar daudy 
Td Te Oatpara Kal rd rdn, reprobating those who “divide,” or “ con- 
fuse,” or ‘‘introduce the notion of a fantasy,” and anathematising all 
who now, or at any other time, think or thought anything to the con- 
trary, either at Chalcedon or in any other synod whatever. 
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whether there were two natures, or one alone, in the 
incarnate Christ. It condemned both Nestorianism and 
Eutychianism, but obviously was intended to shelve the 
point in dispute. In any case, nothing could be more 
disastrous than the effect of this unfortunate step on 
the Emperor’s part; the number of contending parties 
increased from two to four, the moderates on both sides 
being now abandoned by the extremists. At the head 
of the dyophysite defenders of the Chalcedonian Defini- 
tion stood Felix of Rome. He even took the unexampled 
step of condemning and deposing Acacius for his leniency 
towards the monophysite Peter Mongus, who had sub- 
scribed the Henoticon, and was consequently confirmed in 
the see of Alexandria. Acacius received the intimation 
of his deposition with contempt; and the result was a 
schism of thirty-five years’ duration (484-519) between 
East and West, communion being restored only in the 
reign of Justin. It is at this period that the doctrinal 
break-up of monophysitism fairly begins, the controversy 
turning upon questions relating to the nature of Christ’s 
body, in view of the &wovs gvoixy. The Henoticon 
_ continued to be the test generally prescribed during the 
disturbed reign of Anastasius (491-518), and the schism 
between Rome and Constantinople continued. 

The most prominent monophysite of this period was 
the fanatical Severus, who had formerly been a heathen, 
had studied the law, and had devoted particular attention 
to the philosophy of Aristotle. He embraced Christianity, 
and became a monk at Alexandria, but was expelled in 
510 as a turbulent monophysite. Thence he went with 
a band of monks to Constantinople, and endeavoured to 
rouse popular feeling against the bishop Macedonius, 
who was a strict Chalcedonian. The attempt of Severus 
to introduce the theopaschite addition of the words 
. 0 otavpwbeis 81° tds to the Trishagion led to a violent 
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tumult in the city. The protests of Macedonius were 
in vain; he was deposed, while Severus, on the other 
hand, was raised (515) to the throne of Antioch in- 
place of Flavian, who had been falsely charged with 
Nestorianism, and deposed. The elevation of Severus 
to the vacant see marks the point at which mono- 
physitism became prevalent in the East. On the accession 
of Justin, however (518), he was deprived, and took 
refuge at Alexandria, where he founded one of the 
numerous sects into which the monophysite party rapidly 
broke up. The restoration of communion between Con- 
stantinople and Rome soon reversed the drift of events, 
and the confession of Chaleedon became once more the 
acknowledged faith of the empire, except in Egypt. 

2. Justinian (527-565), whose imperial policy 
absolutely required the pacification of the Church, was 
inclined to insist on the Chalcedonian decree as the sole 
standard of orthodoxy, a course in which he was en- 
couraged by the theological tendencies of the time, as 
represented by the learned monk Leontius of Byzantium 
(cure. 485—543), the first example of a scholastic theologian, 
who by diligent use of the logical distinctions of Aris- 
totle was enabled to effect a reconciliation between the 
theology of Cyril and the language of Chalcedon. But 
the efforts of Justinian were thwarted by the intrigues 
of the court, and specially of the Empress Theodora, who 
was at heart a monophysite. She induced the Emperor 
to favour monophysitism, and in fact Justinian inclined 
more and more decidedly towards his wife’s opinions. 
Matters reached a crisis in the affair of the “three 
chapters.” Justinian was led to intervene in the matter 
of the Origenistic dispute which had agitated Palestine 
during the earlier years of his reign. Certain of Origen’s 
opinions were condemned, first in a letter from the 
Emperor himself, afterwards in a synod held at Constan- 
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timople (543). The condemnation was apparently regarded 
by many as an anti-monophysite demonstration. Accord- 
ingly Justinian was pressed by the Origenistic monk, 
Theodore Ascidas, bishop of Czesarea in Cappadocia, to 
condemn by edict three teachers most odious to the mono- 
physite party, namely, Theodore of Mopsuestia, the reputed 
founder of Nestorianism ; Theodoret, who had so strenu- 
ously opposed Cyril; and Ibas, bishop of Edessa, who had 
written a letter to a Persian bishop, Maris, complaining 
of the Cyrilline faction in Edessa, this last document 
having been pronounced orthodox at Chalcedon. After 
long and violent dispute an imperial edict condemning 
the “three chapters” was subscribed by almost all the 
prelates of the East; but in the West it was obstinately 
resisted. The Pope Vigilius was summoned to Constan- 
tinople (547), and ultimately gave way, but was soon 
induced by the pressure of the Western bishops to 
qualify his assent” to the condemnation. His attempts 
to satisfy both Westerns and Orientals completely failed, 
and ultimately he made a humiliating submission to the 
decisions of the fifth General Council held at Constanti- 
nople in May 553, at which the “ three chapters” were 
condemned, and an anathema pronounced against all who 
should defend them by any appeal to the authority of the 
council of Chalcedon. In the tenth anathema of the 
council the Antiochene formula was sanctioned: “ If any- 
one refuse to acknowledge that He who was crucified in 
the flesh, our Lord Jesus Christ, is very God and Lord of 
glory, and One of the Holy Trinity, be he anathema.” ¢ 
Justinian himself towards the close of his life endeav- 


? As to expressions in Origen of monophysite tendency, see Redepenning, 
Orig. de Princip. p. 194 note. 

2 In the document known as his Judicatum, Gieseler, ii. 101 note. 

3 See Labbe and Coss. , Concil. vi. pp.214 ff. Cp. Petav. de Incarn. i. 18, $13. 

4“ See next page, and cp. Labbe and Coss., op. cit. vii. p. 211 ; Gieseler, 
#.H. ii. p. 103 note 22, 
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oured to establish by decree as a catholic belief the view 
of the Aphthartodocete which he had himself adopted; 
the resistance of the orthodox was, however, rendered 
unnecessary by the Emperor’s death in 565, after which 
event monophysitism found its stronghold in Syria (the 
Syrian Jacobites) and Egypt, where an excited nationalist 
feeling did much to keep alive the repugnance to the 
Councilof Chalcedon. But forthe most part monophysitism 
passed beyond the borders of the empire, and became an 
organised heresy in Armenia and Abyssinia.? 

3. Different types of monophysitism. 

i, Theopaschitism. Peter the Fuller, the usurping 
bishop of Antioch, and a violent opponent of the Chalce- 
donian theology, introduced into the Trishagion the 
favourite monophysite formula “God crucified”: dyzos 6 
Beds, &yios icxupos, &ytos aOavaTos, 6 cTavpwbels Sv Aas, 
érXénoov nuds. The formula as it stood was not only an 
innovation, but dogmatically objectionable, although in 
the sense that “One of the Trinity was crucified,” it 
ultimately met with toleration as a useful barrier against 
Nestorianism. A determined effort to introduce equiva- 
lent language at Constantinople was made by John 
Maxentius and some Scythian monks (cire. 519), and it 
found favour among the laity ; but the Pope Hormisdas 
regarded the formula as heretical, in spite of the fact 
that it was defended by theologians of repute, such as 
the African divines Fulgentius and Ferrandus. In the 
year 533 the statement unwm crucifiaum esse ex sancta, 
et consubstantial Trinitate was sanctioned by Justinian, 
acting in agreement with the successor of Hormisdas, 
John 11, Finally, it was approved by the Council of Con- 
stantinople in 553.7. Thus theopaschite language was so 

For the later history, see Pressel in Real-Eneyki. vol. ix. s.v. ‘Mono- 


physiten”; Hefele, Conciliengesch. ii. 545 ff.; Dorner, div. ii. vol. i. note 36, 
* See the tenth anathema, quoted above, p. 117, 
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far sanctioned by the Church, and the action of the Council 
may be regarded as the counterpart to the decision of 
Ephesus which had ratified the use of Z’heotokos. Practi- 
cally, then, while the addition to the Trishagion was 
disallowed, the confession that “One of the Trinity 
suffered ” was admitted into the language of orthodoxy.’ 
But we should observe that the admission had a 
decided influence on current conceptions of the Trinity. 
The necessary consequence of the Church’s recognition of 
the phrase was a mou:Scation of the entire idea of person- 
ality as applied to the Godhead. The distinctness of the 
three blessed Persons was overpressed by some, partly 
through anxiety to escape from the conclusion that the 
Godhead could suffer; partly also as the result of the 
practical identification of ¢dous and umootaces in relation 
to Christology. It was urged that three dvceis might be 
fairly regarded as identical with three droordces. In 
the monophysites John Philoponus (cire. 530) and John 
Ascusnages tritheistic tendencies displayed themselves.” 

ij. A second type of monophysitism is exhibited by 
those who, like Severus, most closely approached to the 
Christology of Cyril. These rejected the Chalcedonian 
decree as an innovation, but were quite ready to acknow- 
ledge the theoretic distinction between the two natures of 
Christ. Severus, indeed, adheres closely to the position of 
Cyril, recognising the distinctness of the two natures, but 
laying chief stress on the union (dovyyutos évwors) and 
its consequences, especially the “ one energy ” or opera- 
tion of Christ’s will (ula wawi) Ocavdprn évépyeva).? To 
bim the Chalcedonian decree appeared to imply a dual 


1 The considerations in its favour are stated, with authorities, by Petav. 
de Incarn. v. 2, §§ 6-9. 

2 See Dorner, div. ii, vol. i. note 30. Hagenbach, Hist. of Doc. § 96. 
Philoponus distinctly identifies p¥ovs and brdoraots. Leontius traces his 
error to the influence of Aristotle (de Sectis, act, v. § 6). 

3 This expression was borrowed from the writings of ps.-Dion, Areopag. 
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personality and dual will. But though Severus disliked 
the express recognition of two natures as sét forth in 
Leo’s letter and the formula of Chalcedon, he approxi- 
mated very closely to orthodox writers like Leontius in 
his general position. It would seem that there was little 
more than a difference of terminology between them. 
Thus Severus insisted strongly on the theoretic distinct- 
ness of the two natures, and the permanence of the char- 
acteristic attributes of each after the union ; he laid stress 
on the language of the Gospels as:to Christ’s human 
infirmities—hunger, thirst, weariness, etc.—as proving 
that the body of Christ was of the same creaturely 
nature as ours, capable of suffering and corruptible 
(fOaprov). Hence the followers of Severus were nick- 
named Paprordtpau by their opponents. 

Later. monophysites, eg. the deacon Themistius of 
Alexandria, extended the same line of thought to the 
subject of Christ’s human soul, and taught that it was 
in all respects similar to ours, and therefore limited in 
knowledge. The Themistians, or "Ayvonrai, as they were 
called, met with strenuous opposition, were finally excom- 
municated, and became a separate sect. 

iii, An opposite type of monophysitism is that of 
Julian, bishop of Halicarnassus. The tendency of the 
Julianists, reasoning logically from the &vwors guotky, 
was to deny that Christ’s humanity was consubstantial 
with ours. His body being inseparably united to the 
Logos, was from the moment of its creation endued with 
the Divine attributes; it was sinless, imperishable, and 
incorruptible, not, indeed, by a process of entire trans- 
mutation of the human nature into the Divine, but by a 


7 So Harnack, ii. pp. 885. “ Even between Severus and Leontius there 
is no trace of a theological difference, The difference lies merely in the 
degree of willingness to conform to the Chalcedonian formula, and to 
interpret Leo’s letter ¢n bonam partem,” ete. 
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heightening of its natural attributes. Whatever capacity 
for suffering Christ possessed was the result of a con- 
scious exertion of His will; in itself His body was 
exempt from ordinary human experience. This view. 
was dictated no doubt by a desire to emphasise the 
condescending love of the Logos, who yielded up His 
human body to a real experience of suffering; it also 
naturally commended itself to many ordinary Christians 
as tending to glorify Christ, and was even adopted by 
Justinian before his death. The Severians called the 
Julianists "Ap@aprodoxfra: or Gavraciactai. The same 
line of thought was exaggerated by an extreme party, 
who, not content with asserting the incorruptibility of 
Christ’s body, declared that from the moment of its 
assumption by the Logos it was uncreated, so that even 
as man Christ could be called God and Creator. This 
idea involved in effect a transmutation of the human into 
the Divine nature ; its adherents were called ’Axriorjtau, 
or, from the name of the founder, Gaianists (Gaianus, a 
follower of Julian, and sometime bishop of Alexandria). 
They ridiculed their opponents as Ktiotoddtpac; but 
‘their own views were developed to an extreme point by 
the Adiaphorites: who went so far a8 to deny all dis- 
tinction between the manhood and the Godhead in 
Christ, a position which ultimately led some of its 
Syrian and Egyptian adherents to a kind of pantheistic 
mysticism. Thus about the close of the fifth century, 
the abbot Stephen Barsudaili of Edessa seems to have 
taught, on the basis of 1 Cor. xv. 28, the actual identity 
in essence of the Divine and human; the consubstan- 
tiality of the creature with the Creator.2 He apparently 


1 Their founder was Stephen Niobes, an Alexandrian sophist. 

2 See Neander, Ch. Hist. iv. 275 ff. It was related that on the walls of 
his cell were found written the words, ‘‘ All creatures are of the same 
essence with God,” 
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taught a doctrine of universal restoration; all existence 
having proceeded by an original emanation from God 
was destined finally to return into God. 

These exaggerated deductions from the mystery of the 
évwous seem indeed to be due to the tendency to dwell 
exclusively on the thought of Divine redemption. Christ 
is the Adyos éveapxos ; accordingly His human infirmities 
(so it was argued) cannot be the natural consequences of 
ordinary human nature. His sufferings must mean the 
voluntary acceptance (kata ydpw).of conditions non- 
natural to human nature after its assumption by Deity. 
The Julianists argued that since the Logos came to set 
human nature free from corruption ($Oopd), His body 
could at no time have been subject to it. In this 
general idea these later monophysites were no doubt 
akin to earlier Fathers of the Church. Verbally Julian 
seems to have allowed that Christ’s humanity was con- 
substantial with ours; but the body assumed by the 
second Adam was sinless, and therefore incorruptible ; it 
was at once lifted into the conditions of the Divine life. 
And here lies the point of the Church’s objection to 
these and other kindred monophysite theories. Their 
tendency is to represent as an immediate physical effect 
of Divine power what the New Testament regards as 
the necessary result of a continuous ethical process! 
They exaggerated a fact which their opponents acknow- 
ledged in common with themselves, namely, that the human 
nature of Christ was, in virtue of its union with the 
Logos, “many ways above the reach of our capacities 


* Cp. Dorner, div. ii, vol. i, p. 104. The monophysite view ‘‘repre- 
sents the process [of the Incarnation] as advancing with a physical 
rapidity, so that either the Divine nature, being converted into 
human, ceases to exist, . . . or at the first contact of the Divine 
with the human, the latter is transmuted into the former. But a-true 
Incarnation of God is incompatible with either of the just-mentioned 
alternatives.” 
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exalted.”1 They overlooked the mystery of the gradual 
advancement of Christ’s humanity; His willingness to 
merit by obedience that which was already His by right ; 
His assumption of human nature in ts weakness that it 
might pass over into indestructible strength.” In fact, 
“the very cause of His taking upon Him our nature was 
to change it, to better the quality, and to advance the 
condition thereof, although in no sort to abolish the 
substance which He took, nor to infusé into it the 
natural forces and properties of His Deity.”* 

4, The most able and prominent defender of the Chalce- 
donian theology was the learned monk Leontwus (cire. 
485-543). Apparently he was a Byzantine by birth, 
and at one time an advocate by profession; then he 
became a monk of S. Saba, and was probably known to 
some as “Leontius of Jerusalem.” Of his authentic 
works the most important are the de Sectis, which gives 
a full account of different phases of the monophysite 
error, and the philosophical tract adv. Nestorianos et 
Eutychianos. The main importance of Leontius’ work is 
that he first gives to the Chalcedonian decree a syste- 
- matic philosophic treatment, applying to it the categories 
of Aristotelian logic and metaphysic—ovola, yévos, eidos, 
drowov, «7... Leontius maintains, in agreement with 


1 See Hooker’s admirable statement, Eccl. Pol. v. 54. 9. 

28. Leo. Serm. in Res. ii. 6: ‘‘Impassibilis passibilem substantiam 
suam fecit: non ut virtus deficeret in infirmitate, sed ut infirmitas in 
incorruptibilem posset transire virtutem.” Cp. in Res. i. 4: ‘‘ Resurrectio 
enim Domini non finis carnis sed commutatio fuit, nec virtutis augmento 
consumpta substantia est. Qualitas transiit, non natura defecit ; et 
factum est corpus impassibile quod potuit crucifigi ; factum est immortale 
quod potuit occidi; factum est incorruptibile quod potuit vulnerari.” 

3 Hooker, v. 54. 5. 

4 See Migne, P.G. 86. Cp. Bibl. vet. patrum, Lugd. vol. ix. p. 660 ff. 
For an account of Leontius, see Gass in Real-Encykl. xix. 780. Cp. Har- 
nack, ii, p. 381 ff. Moeller, Hist. of the Church, 1-600 a.p., p. 413. 

’ The doctrine of Leontius is examined by Loofs, Leontius von Byzanz 
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his monophysite opponents, that there is no such thing as a 
pvows avuTécratos. The essence or nature never actually - 
exists save in an individual form (droyov) ; consequently 
the acceptance of two natures would seem inevitably to lead 
to the Nestorian view. But Leontius escapes from this con- 
clusion by maintaining that, though there is no pio. avu- 
moararos, there may be a dou évurdoraros, te, a nature 
which has its hypostasis in another. So the human nature 
of the Redeemer was not without hypostasis, but became 
hypostatic in the person of the Logos. This is illustrated 
by the simile of the individual man, compounded of soul 
and body ; and the lighted torch, which displays a kind 
of close relationship or unity between two distinct and 
independent substances.? In this doctrine of enhypostasia 
Leontius maintains the orthodox distinction between 
nature and person, and teaches also that human nature 
might in a sense exist as a distinct substance (pvots or 
ovela) without independent personality of its own.3 


(in Texte und Untersuchungen, bd. iii. ), esp. pp. 65 ff. According to 
Loofs, Leontius’ idea of ¢vcis or ovcla corresponds to Aristotle’s devrépa 
ovela ; his idea of brécracts to A.’s mparn ovola (Arist. Categ. 5, §§ 1, 2). 
‘As in Aristotle the genus and the duapopd, which constitute the devrépa 
otola, are individualised by the eva & rq ovcia, so in Leontius the 
human nature in Christ is individualised through the elvac &v 79 broordce 
Tob Noyou, the vrocrfvar &v TG Abyy” (Loofs, p. 68). 

1 &y érépy exer Td elvat, kal ovx év éauTG Oewpetrar, See Mai, Script. vet. 
nov, coll. vol. vii. pp. 52-54; Leont. adv. Nest. et Eutych. lib. i, (Migne, 
P.G. No. 86, 1277 p ff.). 

2 adv. Nest. et Eutych. 1304 2, c. Leontius explains that an évwois 
pioewy (érepoe.dGv) may take one of two forms. It may be (1) a mixture 
or confusion of natures, producing an altogether new eldos, or (2) a con- 
junction, resulting in a numerical unity in which each nature preserves 
its integrity (the two things 7d didgopov odbfovra Tis bmdpiews &v TH ate 
Tis évoryros). In this case there is an interchange of attributes (avridocis 
wwydrwv), but each picis remains distinct. The illustration of the 
lighted torch halts, however, when it is asked which of the two sub. 
stances, wood or fire, is 7d évuréararop, 

* Leontius illustrates his idea by a reference to the qualities (aovérnres 
at te ovoudsders Kat €movowsdes) in an object, e.g. colour in a body, or 


MONOPHYSITISM 448 


At a later period it was detinitely taught that Christ’s 
humanity was yp iSwotrdcrarov, and eventually an 
explicit theory of fusion or absorption in the sphere of 
the person was adopted, akin to the monophysite theory 
of the natures. In the seventh century Maximus de- 
scribes the person of Christ as pla iadotacis ctvberos ;} 
and John Damascene develops the doctrine of Athanasius 
and Cyril, that the manhood of Christ, since it had no 
independent personality, was an accident (cupBeBnkéds) of 
the Divine person who assumed it. The theology of 
Leontius on this point is in fact completely formulated 
by his successors. The following passage of a later 
writer states his doctrine succinctly: 4 pév Oeia adrod 
pvous, iSvoimoctatos 4 Sé avOpwruvy obre avuTOcTaTos, 
ovte idvotmoctaTos, aN evuToatatos, as ev TH Oela 
uroctaca.? This amounts to saying that Christ’s human 
nature was so incorporated with the person of the Logos 
as to possess personality in Him. The Divine person 
was the substance in which the human nature had its 
subsistence. So far the element of truth contained in 
Apollinarianism meets with its recognition. 

[Norz.—The work de persona et duabus naturis, ascribed 
on very insufficient grounds to Boethius? is worthy of 
special mention in connection with the monophysite con- 


knowledge in a rational soul. A quality, he says, is neither an accident 
norasubstance. An independent vous is related to an badcraats as quali- 
ties toa substance (adv. NV. et H. 1277p). Here again the simile fails, for 
wo.drnres cannot subsist independently of the object to which they belong, 
whereas ex hypothest human nature can subsist apart from personality 
(e.g. that of Christ). Leontius is no doubt following Aristotle ; see Categ. 8. 

? Maxim. de duab. naturis, 8. See also Damasc. de orth. fid. iii. 3; 
cep. generally Petav. de Incarn. iii. 12, § 4; iii. 4, §§ 15, 16. 

? Euthymius Zigabenus (d. circ. 1118) ap. Petav. de Incarn. iii. 13. 4. 

3 Boethius, b. circ. 470 at Rome, d. 525. His translations from Aris- 
totle and Porphyry did much to stimulate the study of Greek logic and 
metaphysic in the West. The work de pers, ef duab. nat. is contained in 

. Migne, P.L. No. 63, pp. 1888 ff. 
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troversy. It is important as being a systematic attempt 
to fix precisely the significance of the Latin terms 
employed in connection with the subject: persona, which — 
is defined as rationabilis nature individua substantia 
(ce. 3, 4); and natura, as cujuslibet substantioe specificata 
proprietas. There is also a careful explanation of essentia 
(ovcia), subsistentia (ovciwars), substantia (bmoctacis), 
persona (rpdcwrov).' Inc. 5 the writer points out that 
the errors both of Nestorius and Eutyches spring from 
the same source—an idea that nature implies personality. 
Thus Nestorius recte tenens duplicem in Christo esse naturam 
sacrilege confitetur duas esse personas; Eutyches vero recte 
credens wnam esse personam vmpre credit unam quoque esse 
naturam. Inc. 6 and 7 it is explained in what sense 
Catholics admit the two phrases é« dvo dicewy and év dv0 
gtceow. The first of these is equivocal, and needs precise 
elucidation. The catholic belief is not that there was a 
confusion or mixture of natures whereby a third new 
nature was produced; rather Christ is to be acknow- 
ledged in utrisque, quia manent utreque; ex utrisque vero, 
quia utrarumque adunatione manentium una persona fit 
Christi. Two natures cannot become one nature, unless 
either (1) one of the two is converted into the other, 
or (2) both are blended together so as to produce a new 
third thing. In the same way Leontius maintains that 
Christ cannot be correctly called pla vous, because 
pvaws is either (a) common to an entire species (260s), 
or (0) applicable to one individual member of a species, 
as partaking in its common attributes. But there is no 
species or class of Christs (eiS0s Xpsotdv). How, then, 


1 Thus, the writer explains, man is ovcta, quoniam est; ovelwors 
quoniam in nullo subjecto est (he has independent subsistence—is not a 
mere attribute or quality of something else) ; daécracts, quoniam subest 
ceteris que subsistentie non sunt (he is the subject of qualities or attri- 
‘ butes) ; mpocwrov, quoniam est rationabile individuum (e. 8). 
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ean He be described as pia vais? One nature could 
only be the result of a mixture (cvyyvovs) by which 
€& érepoeidav étepoeides atroTeTehéorai..| 

5. The “ethical complement” of monophysitism is 
monothelitism, which may be regarded as “an attempt 
to effect some kind of solution of the vital unity of 
Christ’s person, which had been so seriously proposed by 
monophysitism, on the basis of the now firmly-established 
doctrine of the two natures.” ® ; 

' The history of the controversy makes it plain that 
political considerations largely determined its course. 
About the time of Heraclius’ succession (610), the empire 
was threatened by the hostile movements of the Persians 
and afterwards of the Saracens. It was imperatively 
necessary to secure unity within the empire,’ and it was 
probably with the aim of conciliating the numerous mono- 
physite sects that Heraclius, at the advice of Sergius, 
patriarch of Constantinople, opened communications with 
some leading members of the heretical party (622), 
suggesting as a basis of reconciliation the thesis that our 
Lord, though possessed of two natures, yet had only one 

will and operation (ula Ocavdpsxn évépyea). At a synod 
held in Alexandria, the newly -appointed patriarch 
Cyrus effected the reunion of the Theodosian sect of 
monophysites with the Church, on the basis of the 
pia Ocavdpixy evépyera.* This was regarded naturally 

lady. Nest. et Hutych. [Migne, P.G. 86, p. 1292 B]. 

2 Dorner, div. ii. vol. i. p. 156; cp. p. 199. The name povobedijrau 
seems to occur first in Joh. Damase. 

3 The danger was specially great in Egypt, where the monoplhysite 
movement had assumed a nationalistic, patriotic character. This is 
clearly pointed out by Pressel in Real-Encykl. s.v. ‘‘Monotheleten” (ix. 
p. 752). Cp. Hefele, Conciliengesch. iii. p. 119. 

4 For the symbol of union of 633, see Hefele, 7.c. pp. 126-128. The 
seventh article described Christ thus: tov atrdy &va Xpiordy kal vidv 
évepyodvra Ta Oeomperh Kal dvOpdmiva pula Ocavdpicn evepyela, Kara Tov év 

. aylos Avovdotoy, K.T.A. 
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enough as a monophysite triumph. The active opposi- | 
tion to the Emperor's policy was led by the monk 
Sophronius, who was present at Alexandria while the 
discussion was proceeding, and who in the next year 
(634) became patriarch of Jerusalem. 

Alarmed at Sophronius’ elevation, Sergius wrote to 
Honorius of Rome, whose reply practically endorsed the 
opinions of his correspondent: the question of the dual 
operation was trifling and fit only for grammarians ; 
“we confess,” said the Pope, “one will of our Lord Jesus 
Christ.” In a later epistle Honorius quoted the 
expression of Leo, agit utraque forma cum alterius com- 
munione quod proprium est. Honorius was apparently 
desirous to shelve the question ; for himself he was not 
opposed to either mode of expression, “one energy ” or 
“two energies.”! As disturbances continued, Heraclius 
issued (638) an edict composed by Sergius, called the 
ExOeows or Exposition of Faith? This document simply 
prohibited the use of the expressions “one” or « two 
operations.” It was, in fact, an attempt to “ put an end 
to differences by concealing them,” and it roused intense 
indignation both in East and West, partly as being false 
in doctrine, partly as an unwarrantable intrusion of the 
State into matters beyond its province. The Pope 
(John Iv.) repudiated it, and the learned monk Maximus 
roused the Churches of Africa against it. The vehement 
opposition of the Roman bishops John iv. and_his 
successor Theodore, to the Ecthesis, caused the Emperor 
Constans 1. to issue a stern mandate (the Typos) 
peremptorily enjoining silence as to the disputed point 


1 Hefele, Conciliengesch. iii. 147, « Anxiety to maintain peace, want of 
clearness, complaisance towards Constantinople” were the reasons why 
the Pope chose to follow this course. Cp. Harnack, ii. 401 note 3. 

? See Gieseler, E.H. vol. ii, p. 174 note 6. Op. Robertson, Hist. of Chr. 
Church, vol. ii, pp. 425 f. 
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(648)! But in the very next year Pope Martin 1. held 
a synod in the Lateran at Rome which condemned both 
the Hethesis and the Typos, and anathematised the doctrine 
of one will, as inconsistent with the decree of Chalcedon? 
Martin, who gave fresh provocation to the court by the 
tone he assumed in communicating the decisions of the 
Roman synod, was some years later (653) carried off to 
Constantinople, and after much suffering died in exile 
(655). Maximus also was seized, imprisoned, and 
treated with such barbarity that he ultimately succumbed 
to his sufferings (662). The two following Popes, 
Eugenius and Vitalian, lived on peaceable terms with 
the Emperor; but in 677 Adeodatus excommunicated 
the Greek patriarch, and a new schism was the result. 
The Emperor Constantine Pogonatus, son and successor 
of Constans, now found himself obliged to adopt a 
changed policy. He made overtures to the Pope, 
Agatho (678-682) who, after holding a synod at 
Rome, wrote a letter which was designed to serve the 
same kind of purpose as Leo’s celebrated Tome, by giving 
an authoritative decision on the point of controversy. 
-In 680 a synod was held at Constantinople (the Sixth 
General Council), attended by nearly 200 bishops. 
Agatho’s letter * confirming the doctrine of two wills was 
read; Sergius, Cyrus, and Honorius were condemned,’ 


1 Gieseler, 7.c. note 9. 

2 The action of the Pope was probably intended to be an energetic asser- 
tion of the independence of the Roman see. The addition which the 
council made to the Chalcedonian Definition, and its canons, are given by 
Hefele, Conciliengesch. iii. pp. 199 ff. 

8 Agatho succeeded Donus while the Emperor’s letter was on its way to 
Rome. 4 ap. Gieseler, 7.c. 176 note. 

5 As to the case of Honorius, see the literature mentioned by Gieseler, 
Z.c. 177, or Robertson, ii. 438 ; cp. Dorner, div. ii. vol. i. note 38. Petay. 
de Incarn, i. 21. 11 defends Honorius on the ground that ‘‘duas volun- 
tates haud absolute denegavit, sed tantummodo contrarias, cuiusmodi 
- in nobis ex corrupto nature statu reperiuntur.” 


29 


450 THE INCARNATION 


and together with them Macarius of Antioch, who at the 
Council pertinaciously defended the monothelite view. 
The definition of the Sixth Council declares on the basis 
of Scripture (S. John vi. 38) that Christ possesses dvo 
guoixa Oednpata ovy trevdvtia . . . GAN émrOpevov TO 
avOpdrwvovaitod Oérnpua, Kab wi) av tlarumrov 7} avtiTanator, 
Haddov pev odv Kab broTaccopevoy TO Gelp adtod Kal 
mravaOevet Oehjpare.' “For just as His flesh is, and is 
said to be, the flesh of the Word, so also His human 
will is, and is said to be, proper to the Word. . . . Just 
as His holy and spotless ensouled flesh was deified, yet 
not annihilated, so also His human will, though deified, 
was not annihilated.” The definition ends with a quota- 
tion from Leo’s Tome (agit utraque, etc., c. iv.): évepyel yap 
éxatépa popdy peta Ths Garépov Kowwvias omep iSvov 
éoynxe, «.7.. Thus peace was restored within the 
empire. The subsequent history of monothelitism among 
the Maronites of Syria, until the date of their sub- 
mission to the Latin Church, is not of special dogmatic 
interest. 

6. As a doctrine monothelitism owes much to the 
mystical writings of pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita, which 
probably first appeared in Egypt during the fifth century, 
and exercised a wide and profound influence on Christian 
speculation. The writer may have been connected with 
the school of the Platonist Proclus, Certainly in their 
highly transcendental conception of God, his works 
embody the spirit of N eo-platonism, and are even 
marked by the pantheistic tendency which seems to lie at 
the root of monophysitism. The writer found favour in 
the Church, partly owing to his mystical tone which fell 
in with prevailing habits of thought, partly owing to his 
exaltation of monachism2 From him was borrowed the 


1 See the definition in Gieseler, H.E. ii. 176 note, 
2 For a list of works relating to Dion. Areop., see Harnack, D,G, ii. 
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phrase Ocavdptxi évépyera which became the watchword 
of the monothelite party, and corresponded closely to the 
pia pvows cvvOeros of the monophysites. In the fourth 
eprstle (to the monk Caius) we find the statement, “ Not 
as God did He perform what was Divine, not as man 
what was human; but inasmuch as God had become 
man, He exhibited a kind of new activity, the Divine- 
human.” This expression, apparently first brought into 
notice by Severus, seemed to describe accurately the 
composite activity of a composite nature. God having 
become man in Christ there resulted a new form of will- 
energy, the Divine-human. The phrase repeated in a 
new shape a doctrine which had probably been traditional 
in the school of Antioch, and closely corresponded with 
the teaching of Cyril himself. It admitted of a catholic 
sense as denoting—not the wnity of Christ’s energy as if it 
proceeded from one composite nature,—but the harmonious 
activity of two perfect natures closely associated, acting 
each cum communione alterius (Leo, Ep. ad Flav. iv.). 
Those actions, for instance, which our Lord performed 
through the body as an instrument, eg. healing with 
. the touch of His hand, might be correctly described as 
theandric; indeed, so far as there is an “association 
always” of the natures in Christ, all His actions may be 
described as theandric.? 

But the monothelites made a significant alteration in 
the phrase of the Areopagite, substituting piay for 
kawny, arguing, doubtless, from the monophysite pia 


p- 423 note 2; Loofs, Dogmengesch. § 42. Cp, Hatch, Hibbert Lectures, 
pp. 303, 304; Bigg, Neoplatonism, chap. xxv. 

1 Dion. Areop. Opera [ed. Corderius], vol. ii. p. 75: kowwyy tiva thy 
OeavSpixiy evépyeray huiy wemoNrevpévos. On the relation of this doctrine 
to the Areopagite’s entire view of the Incarnation, see Dorner, div. ii. 
vol, i. pp. 161 ff. 2 Cp. Petav. de Incarn. viii. 10, esp. § 7. 

3 This alteration is imputed to Cyrus of Alexandria. See Petay. viii, 


- 10, $3. 
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pvots cvvOeros. The monothelites, in fact, believed in 
one operation as in one nature. They did not mean by the 
phrase to imply harmonious co-operation of two natures, — 
but the single operation of one who is God-man.! 

We can distinguish more than one type of monothe- 
litic belief among those who refused to draw the 
necessary inference from the Chalcedonian doctrine. 
Some, like Theodore of Pharan, whose name is known 
only in connection with this controversy, regarded the 
human soul and body of Christ as merely the passive, 
impersonal organ of the Divine Logos; the only évépyeva 
being that of the dominant Godhead. Others, of whom 
Honorius may be taken as the example, were more care- 
ful to distinguish between (1) the operation (évépyeca) 
of will—volition, and (2) the effect of the volition—the 
completed act of will. Honorius seems to allow that 
there was in Christ a duality of operations, each nature 
acting in its own way; but dominating and controlling 
the natures was the Divine person with His one will. 
“Instead of one operation,” he says, “we ought to 
acknowledge one operator; instead of two operations, 
we ought rather to proclaim two natures in the one 
person of the only begotten, both fulfilling (operantes) 
their proper functions.” 2 Honorius evidently attempts 
to draw a distinction between the two natures which 
“operate,” each according to its own law (ep. Leo’s 
agit utraque forma quod proprium est), and the one 
personality who alone “ wills.” 3 


1 Petay. de Incarn. viii. 10, § 10: *Proinde vox illa non wnitatem 
actionis velut ex una profecte natura composita significat (ut stulte 
nugati sunt heretici) sed évepyeév ambarum summam et arctissimam 
copulationem, salva utriusque proprietate ac naturali differentia.” Cp. 
can. 15 of the first Lateran synod, 649 [Hefele, Conciliengesch. iii. p. 202]. 

2 ap. Dorner, diy. ii. vol. i, p. 177 note 1. 

® The view of Honorius was not very different from that of Sophronius ; 
both of them admit that the two natures are active, and fulfil definite 
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The point, however, which appears to be common to 
these two classes of monothelites is the view that will 
belongs, not to the nature, but to the personality 
(OeAjpata are Urootatixa, not duatka). Thus Pyrrhus, 
the successor of Sergius, in his disputation with Maximus, 
insisted that if Christ was one, He could have but one 
will, for it was impossible that there should be two wills 
coexistent in the same person (mpocw7ov) without con- 
trariety.. Probably this theory was intended to-exclude 
all such possibility of sin in Christ as might arise from 
the conflict of a higher with a lower will. 

We also meet subsequently with an intermediate 
doctrine, that of a composite will. Some monothelites 
were so far convinced by the authority of patristic state- 
ments adduced by their opponents, as to allow the 
independent operation of the two natures, and so far, of 
two natural: wills. But the very unity of the wills 
might be regarded as a kind of higher will (é« tay dvo 
dvoid Oednuatov & tt ovverov). This, then, was an 
advance on the idea that the humanity was simply a 
passive organ of the Deity. It conceived the result of 
- the dual volition as a single theandric operation. In the 
earlier stages of the €vwovs, the human will might even 
be conceived as passing through a process of discipline, 
gradually accustoming itself, as it were, to perfect cor- 
respondence with the Divine will. This idea of the self- 
determination of the human will (yroun Bovrcvtixy, yvoun 
Tov avtiKerpéveav Kpstixn) might easily lead to a Nestorian 
view of Christ’s person; it seems, however, to have resulted 
from the inability of the monophysite mind to conceive 
of two natures coexisting without dual personality.’ 


functions ; both assign will to the personality of the Logos. Cp. Dorner, 
div. ii. vol. i. pp. 166 ff. 

1 Petav. de Incarn. i. 19. 5, 6; i. 21. 12. 

2 See Dorner, div. ii, vol. i. note 43, 
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7. The opponents of monothelitism took, as the founda- 
tion of their reasoning, the Chalcedonian Definition. The — 
phrase, “perfect as touching His humanity,” must imply 
the complete perfection of human nature; and since free 
self-determining movement (xivnows avte£ovcvos) is the 
most distinctive thing in human nature, Christ must have 
possessed it." Otherwise His manhood is deficient (dreds, 
édAlTNS). 

Such is the general argument of the acute and learned 
Maximus in his Disputation with Pyrrhus. The reality 
of Christ’s human will not only follows from the admission 
of the perfection of His manhood, but is essentially 
implied in the idea of rational being. Further, the idea 
of contrariety is excluded in the case of a sinless being ; 
the human “freedom” of Christ was that true freedom 
which belongs to sinless humanity ; in Him the two wills 
are parallel, and never come into collision, but ever 
choose that which is Divine. Anastasius? ‘the pupil of 
Maximus, who suffered cruelly in defence of his opinions 
(d. 666), developed his master’s teaching on its ethical 
side. To deny Christ a human will would not only 
lower His humanity to the level of an irrational 
creature, it would virtually make true human virtue 
impossible for Him; it would empty His example of 
value, and render impossible that true human obedience 
which was the declared purpose of His coming.® 

The merit of Maximus was that he treated Christology 
in close connection with anthropology. As in the case 


That will is an element in nature seemed to follow from the con- 
ception of nature as something living and active, not passive and 
motionless. Cp, [Boeth.] de persona et duab. nat.1: ‘Natura est vel 
quod facere, vel quod pati possit. . . . Natura est motus principium, 
secundum se non per accidens,” Cp. Maxim. Disp. pp. 162, 163. 

* See some writings of Anastasius (the presbyter) in Mai, Scrip. vet, 
nov, coll. vii. pp. 195 ff. Cp. Dorner, diy. ii, vol. i. p. 188, 

8 §. John vi. 38. 
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of universal human nature, so in that of Christ, the 
Divine operated according to the law and constitution of 
the human. The Logos who formed the personality in 
Christ operated through the natures, but allowed each 
to work in its own appropriate way, in harmonious con- 
junction with the other. By a deeper analysis of the 
strictly human element in Christ, Maximus anticipates 
the distinction more clearly stated by Hooker: “As 
man’s will, so the will of Christ hath two several kinds 
of operation, the one natural or necessary, whereby it 
desireth simply whatsoever is good in itself, and shunneth 
as generally all things which hurt; the other deliberate, 
when we therefore embrace things as good, because the 
eye of understanding judgeth them good to that end 
which we simply desire.” ? 

While Maximus reasons from the perfection of Christ’s 
human nature as posited by the Definition of Chalcedon, 
and insists that will is an essential element of a com- 
plete nature? <Ayatho, in his letter, lays special stress 
on the scriptural passages which establish the truth of 
the dual will in Christ. He discredits the idea that 
. will belongs to the personality by a reference to the 
Blessed Trinity, in which the Three Persons are yet one 
in will? But he passes on to a recital of the passages 
in the Gospels, which attest the presence in Christ of 
two wills, making special reference to S. Mt. xxvi. 39; 
S. Lk. xxii. 42; S. Jo. v. 30, vi 38; and to passages 
which describe our Lord’s obedience, 8. Lk. ii. 51; 


1 Fecl. Pol. v. 48, § 9. Cp. Maxim. Disp. cwm Pyrrho [Opera, ed. 
Combefis, vol. ii. p. 166]. 

2 Disp. c. Pyrrh. p. 191: 4 yap evépyera, puotkh odca, picews vrdpxe 
ovoTariKkh Kal éuduros xapaKxTip. 

$This argument is borrowed from Maximus, Disp. p. 161. (See 
Agatho’s letter described and partly quoted in Gieseler, H.#, ii. p. 176 
note.) Itis expressly repeated by Jo. Damase. de orth, jid. iii. 14, For 
* a criticism, see Dorner, Z.¢. pp. 194, 195. 
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Phil. ii, 8. To these he adds two Old Testament 
passages, Ps. xl. 9, liv. 6. Finally, Agatho represents 
the whole body of those who supported the Chalcedonian . 
decree, in arguing from the existence of the two natures 
in Christ to a duality of wills and operations. “ The 
Church,” he says, “ acknowledges Christ as ex duabus et in 
duabus exsistentem naturis .. . consequenter itaque duas 
etiam naturales voluntates in co et duas naturales opera- 
tiones esse confitetur et preedicat.” - He does not, however, 
say anything respecting the mode in which the two wills 
operate. The decree of the Sixth Council goes somewhat 
further, and declares that the two wills coexist décar- 
PETS, ATPETTHS, GuEpiaTOsS, aovyxXvTas. 

With two remarks we may leave the study of this 
difficult and perplexing controversy. 

1. We notice the prominence of the word pious 
throughout the disputes of the fifth and sixth centuries. 
The word in itself testifies to the universality of the belief 
that the God-man stood in an essential relation to the whole 
human race. It was man’s nature which He had assumed 
in its completeness and totality, with all its endowments 
and faculties ; in order that He might renew it after the 
image of God, This thought,—a precious heritage from 
the Church of the past,—reappears towards the close of 
the monothelite struggle, and indicates the deeper interest 
that underlay an apparently sterile and unprofitable con- 
troversy. It is expressed in a somewhat original form 
by a writer to whom allusion has already been made, 
Anastasius the presbyter. “The Word of God having 
visited us for the purpose of renewing Adam, created for 
Himself such a soul as He had imparted from Himself to 
Adam by means of the original inbreathing, a soul fashioned 
after the image and likeness of the Word of God, as the 
Scripture declares,—yea, wholly subsisting (brdpyoveav) 
after His image; after His likeness having its sub- 
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sistence (bapfuv), after His image. determining (dsaypa- 
goucav) its volition, after His image its operation; a 
soul pure, spotless, ineffable, sinless; a soul having no 
need of any essential re-creation, like the body and all 
that pertains to it; requiring no alteration or refashioning 
of its proper parts and elements (weA@y) ; not possessing 
any volition that needed to be quenched, nor any opera- 
tion that required to be arrested. For how should such 
a soul require essential re-creation—that soul which came 
forth from God, which subsisted in the image and like- 
ness of, God, above all, the soul of the Word, which was 
utterly free from defilement ? For the soul of Adam 
had its origin from God (é«@eov) by means of the in- 
' breathing; but the soul of Emmanuel had a substantial 
existence (ovclwaw), Divine (évOeov), and... equal 
with God (ou0@cov); from Him, and through Him, and 
with Him, and in Him, by personal incorporation («a 
imoctacw cvccoues), having its subsistence in the un- 
defiled womb which received God.”! Here reappears the 
thought of a Redeemer, essentially Divine-—exhibiting 
in His assumed humanity the type after which mankind 
-was to be renewed; the Creator Himself becomes the 
author of a new creation, as a true member of our race, 
but also its eternal archetype and head. 

2. It should also be noticed that the tendency of the 
time was to overpress the subordination of Christ’s 
human will; to withdraw from it the ad’refovovov 
which Maximus regarded as an integral element of true 
humanity, and rather to insist on its tmefovovov, its 
perfect subjection to the Divine will2 So far the 


1 Anast. ap. Mai, Pat. vet. nov. coll. vii. p. 199. Cp. Jo. Damase. de 
orth, fid. tii. 14 (p. 229 p). 

2 Jo. Damase. instit. elem. c. x. [Opera, ed. Lequien, vol. i. p. 520). 
For a much later statement, ep. Petav. de Incarn. v. 12, § 6: ‘‘Siquidem 
vel adoptivi filii sunt ii qui spiritu Dei aguntur (Rom. viii. 14): quanto 
-propius excellentiusque naturam ac mentem propriam Deus ipse modera- 
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Deity in Christ is still regarded as entirely predominant ; 
the Church substantially adheres to the doctrine of the. 
wnus operator, if not of the una voluntas.1 This practical 
assertion of the omnipotence of the Logos determined 
the general course of Christology during the Middle 
Ages. The Adoptianist reaction, however, may perhaps 
be viewed as an early attempt to secure due recognition 
for the human element in the Redeemer. 


§ Il. Tae Later Tueotocy or THE GREEK CHURCH 


1. The theology of the Greek Church, now formulated 
and developed to its highest point, finds an exponent in 
JOHN oF Damascus (d. about 760), whose task it was to 
summarise and exhibit in exact phraseology the results 
of the dogmatic activity of the preceding ages. To him 
faith appears to be an “easy assent”? to the doctrine of 
the Triune God, the dogmas of the Church, and the 
utterances of the Fathers. His chief work, mept op0o- 
ddfou mictews, exercised a great influence on the thought 
of the Western Church. The third book treats of Chris- 
tology in general, but devotes special attention to the 
question of the two wills or operations. The following 
are the most distinctive points of John’s theology. 

(1) The writer is an adherent of Chalcedon, and a 
dyothelite. Christ is at once perfect God and perfect 
man, possessing all that belongs to the Father TAnVY THs 
ayevynoias, and all that belongs to the first Adam, save 
sin. He has a body and a reasonable, intellectual soul; 


batur, impulsuque suo quam vellet in partem flectebat? In quod intuens 
Apostolus dixit caput Onristi Deum, que vox capitis TB tyepovexw 
respondet,” ete. So Bp. Pearson speaks of Christ’s ‘directed will” (On 
the Creed, art. 8, p. 284). 

* Dorner, diy. ii, vol. i. p- 205. 

2 de orth. fid. iv. 11 (Lequien, i. 263 n) mloris 5¢ éo rw dmrokumparyudvyros 
ovyKardbesis, 
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and corresponding to His two natures all the natural attri- 
butes of each,—two natural modes of volition (@eAnjcess), 
a human and Divine, two natural operations, two prin- 
ciples of free choice (adre£ovcra), the human and Divine, 
and even a double wisdom and knowledge! human and 
Divine. 

Then follows a strong statement: opoovcvos yap av 
T@ Oe@ Kal matpi, abteEovolws Oérer Kal évepyel ws Peds 
opootvaos S& dv Kal hiv, adreEovoiws Oéde Kal évepryet 
@s avOpwrros 6 avTos: adtod yap Ta Oadpata, adtod Kal 
Ta waOnpara2 Here, then, is a consistent evolution of 
the Chalcedonian theology, especially in the ascription to 
Christ of a dual will, on the ground that will belongs 
to the perfection of either nature, of human nature 
equally with Divine. Elsewhere the human will is 
described as in all respects subject to the Divine.* 

(2) John follows Leontius, whom he mentions by 
name, in teaching the union of the two natures in one 
hypostasis. No nature is avutoctatos, but two natures 
may have a common toatacts. So Christ’s humanity 
has no independent subsistence. It becomes “ enhypos- 
tatised” in the Logos: adti yap 4 tmoctacis Tod Oeod 
Aoyou éeyévero TH capkt broctaats (c. xi.), ob yap Tpov- 
mootdon Kal’ éavtiy capkt 4v@On 6 Aoyxos (c. ii.).2 The 
one hypostasis embraces (Trepiextixy éote) the two natures. 
In this view the distinctive theology of Cyril and his 
school is recognised. 

(3) The relation of the two natures is next described, 


1 See iii. 19—a remarkable passage describing the reflective self-con- 
sciousness of Christ’s human voids ; ep. iv. 1 (Dorner, é.c. note 45). 

2 de orth. fid. iii. 13. 

° This is argued at length in ¢. 14. 

4 See c, 15 (p. 235 p). 

5 Cp. especially cc. 3, 6, and 9. In general the logical concep- 
tions and language of Leontius reappear in John’s treatment of the 
hypostasis. 
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From the unity of the hypostasis’ in Christ follows the 
aytidocis idsapatwv and the tepiydpnots. The doctrine 
of the wepsexdpnous “ permeation” of the human by the 
Divine nature may be traced to Maximus. The phrase 
is intended to express that intimate union between the 
two natures in virtue of which there was an dytidocus 
Ovwpatwv,a reciprocal interchange of properties: éxatépas 
dicews avtidibovons TH étépa ta idia Sid Tp Tis 
troctdcews tavToTyTa Kal THY eis GAANAa adTaV Tept- 
xepnow = In theory indeed the permeation is mutual, 
the Divine nature in some way being affected and per- 
vaded by the human. “The human nature,” we may 
think, in some mysterious way “penetrated and 
pervaded the Divine in all those moral and religious 
departments in which the two natures are akin.”* But 
in point of fact it was the fixed idea of later Greek 
theology that the Divine so entirely dominated the human 
element that the wepsydpnois was necessarily one-sided. 
So it is expressly stated in ch. 7, “Though we declare that 
the natures of the Lord permeate each other, yet we 
know that the permeation issues from the Divine nature ; 
for this penetrates through all things according as it 
wills and permeates them, while nothing can permeate 
it; it imparts to the human nature of its own glories, 
remaining itself impassible and without part in the 
passions of the humanity.” Thus the Deity in Christ 
“appropriates ” (o/«evodraz) all that belongs to humanity; 
the One person is the author of all action in either 
nature ;° and the dvtidocrs resolves itself into a mere 
avtidoors 6voudtov. “For Christ (who is both together) 


1 John teaches that Christ has a composite personality (atvOeros 
vrésracis). ‘‘The hypostasis of the Logos, formerly simple, became 
composite” (sivOerov éx Sto Tehelwy picewr), c..7 ; cp. bk. iv. 5, 

2 Dorner, div. ii. vol. i. note 41, 2 ¢@. 4, 

* Milligan, Z'he Ascension, ete. p. 177. erer ge 
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is spoken of as God and man, created and uncreated, 
passible and impassible; and when on the one part He 
is called ‘Son of God’ and ‘God’ He receives all the 
attributes of the nature conjoined with Himself, the 
humanity ; He may be called ‘God passible’ and ‘Lord 
of glory crucified.’ . . . We are able to say concerning 
Christ, ‘This is our God who appeared on earth and con- 
versed with men’; and conversely, ‘ This man is increate, 
impassible, and incomprehensible (aareplypatrros),’” 3 

It is then the human nature only which is affected by 
the union; the human nature which is inconceivably 
exalted, and lifted into the conditions of the Divine life 
in virtue of its assumption by the Logos. On the part 
of the Logos there is an olxelwows of human nature; but 
of the human nature there is a Oéwow.2 Accordingly as 
man Christ is omniscient; He is enriched by the Logos 
with entire and comprehensive Divine knowledge. Only 
by a mental abstraction can the manhood of Christ be 
described as ignorant or dependent (SovA7). Just as the 
flesh of Christ was endued with life-giving power in 
consequence of the union, so the soul of Christ was filled 
with perfect knowledge of the future. John distinctly 
denies that Christ could really advance in wisdom or 
knowledge. He only “advanced” in the sense that there 
was a progressive manifestation of omniscience which 
kept pace with His bodily growth. Similarly His 
human will shared in the omnipotence of the Logos. 
His prayer in S. Mt. xxvii 39 was only intended to 
teach us, for To jpuérepov oixevodpevos Tpdcwmov tadta 
mpoonvéato.© In taking our manhood the Word in fact 
“assumed the rdle” of manhood. In virtue of its union 


1¢, 4, ag) 17. ai Shsaoiai he 
4¢, 22, He says that to teach any real advance is practically to 
assert with Nestorius a mere oxerixch evwous or Wid} évolxyars. 
- 5c, 24. See also 25 on the two modes of olxefwars, 
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with Deity the manhood is the proper subject of 
adoration! The word Zheotokos is spoken of as “the 
title which comprehends the entire mystery of the 
economy.” ? 

(4) John devotes special attention to the subject of 
the two wills and operations in Christ. Although his 
view of the union in one aspect reduces the humanity to the 
position of a mere organ or instrument of the Logos yet 
he admits that there is a co-operation of the two natures. 
The one person of the Word -wills and operates 
nvopwéves, v.e. He acts and wills in each nature, wera Tis 
Oatépov Kowwvias The two wills and operations, 
though conjoined, are numerically distinct, although the 
human will shares in the deification of the human nature.® 
The joint operation of the two wills may be described as 
Geavdpixy evépyeoa in the sense that Christ’s “human 
operation was deified and shared in the Divine opera- 
tion; and His Divine operation shared in the human.” 
But, says John, “this mode of speech is a periphrasis 
whereby two things are comprehended in one phrase”; 
and he illustrates his meaning by the accepted simile of 
the heated iron,’ which both cuts and burns. Cutting 
and burning are distinct operations (évépyevac) and belong 
to different substances (ducers), but in actual effect they 
are one. “So also in speaking of Christ’s theandric 
operation, we understand a dual operation of His two 
natures, the Divine operation of His Deity, the human 
operation of His manhood.” ? 


‘Bk. iv. 2, mpookuvetrar mG mpooxvioe pera Ths gapkds avrod ; ep 
iii. 8, AB kes 19% 

®¢, 19, p. 248 ©; cp. de duab. vol. 42, where the human wil 
“ministers” to the Divine. See also Dorner, div. ii. vol. i. p. 214. 

*e. 14. (This is Leo's agit wraque forma, ete.) Pento, Pe2s2 A, 

§ Cp. Maxim. de duab. vol. [ed. Combefis, vol. ii.], p. 102, 

7 See the whole of ¢, 19, esp. the conclusion, 
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But the Logos alone controls by His will the operation 
of the humanity which “was moved in accordance with 
its constitution (fveus) at the will of the Logos.”  Practi- 
cally, therefore, the human nature loses its independence 
(avreEovo.ov); the Logos “allowing it economically to 
suffer and to fulfil its proper functions, in order that by 
means of its actual works the reality of the nature might 
be ensured.” Thus in the last resort there is one 
determinant will (@éAnwa yvopixov), that of the One 
person in His Divine nature! On the whole, it must be 
admitted that the Greek Christology in this, its definitive 
form, while retaining the dyophysitic formule which 
practically originated in the West (Leo’s Tome), 
retained a monophysitic element. The spirit of Cyril 
dominates the entire system of the Damascene, viewed 
on its religious side; so far as formule could secure it, 
the doctrine of Christ’s perfect humanity was accepted 
by the Eastern Church. But the Cyrilline, and hitherto 
never quite forgotten, thought of the Incarnation as a 
supreme act of loving condescension on the part of God 
practically disappears, or, to speak more accurately, the 
possibility of such a condescension is explained away on 
the basis of a quasi-physical treatment of the mystery. 
It is fair, perhaps, to say of the result, “ The Chalcedonian 
Definition is victorious, but Apollinaris is not overcome.” 3 
For though he intended to assert the independence and 
completeness of the humanity, ascribing to it freedom as 


1¢, 15 (285 D); cp. c. 18 [p. 241 c]. ‘The human will followed 
and was subject to His [Divine] will, not being self-determined (Kivod- 
Hevoy yun idia), but willing those things which the Divine will 
willed.” 

* Notice the ‘“self-cancelling” passage quoted by Bruce, Hwmit. of 
Christ, p. 73: 7d drametywroyv adrod twos dramevbrws ramewboas, ovykara- 
Balver rots eavrod Sovhas avykardBacw adpacrdy te Kal dxarddnrrov (de 
orth. fid. iii. vol. i. p. 208 D). 

* Seeberg, Lehrbuch der Dogm. i. p. 234. Cp. Harnack, ii, 411 note; 

. Loofs, § 43, 2, 
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a constant element in human nature and a necessary 
condition of human virtue,! John yet “takes away with 
one hand what he gives with the other.” It would seem — 
as if his reasonings were based on a defective idea of 
personality, and an excessive confidence in the doctrine 
of the enhypostasia which he had learned from Leontius. 
In the form it had now reached it is clear that this 
doctrine did not do justice to the highest element in the 
humanity which the Logos had assumed—the freedom of 
the human will. ; 

“It is evident enough,” says Dorner, “that the 
Christological result thus arrived at by the ancient 
Church, whatever may have been the extent of its 
traditional influence even down to recent times, was 
far from bringing the matter to a close. The human 
nature of Christ was curtailed in that, after the manner 
of Apollinaris, the head of the Divine Aypostasis was set 
upon the trunk of human nature, and the unity of the 
person thus preserved at the cost of the humanity... . 
[John] overlooked the circumstance that the Christian 
doctrine of the second Adam implies that the true idea 
of man was not realised at the first creation, but solely 
at the second creation.” Indeed, in order to understand 
the relation in which Christ's humanity stands on the 
one hand to the Logos, on the other to mankind at large, 
“we must start with the conception of man which 
Christianity is at once capable of realising and requires 
to be realised, and which was first actually realised in 
the person of Christ. But the idea of humanity revealed 
and embodied in Christ does not require us to separate 
between it and God; and as this necessarily reacts upon 
the conception of God, the distinction between God and 
humanity will need to be otherwise defined than it was 
when the natural Adamitic humanity was taken as a 


* de duab. vol. 19 [p. 538 c], 7d adrefovoov, 7d dperfs cverariKdy, 
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- starting-point in estimating the nature even of Christ’s 
humanity.” * 


[NotE.— The Doctrine of Christ's Human Will in 
John Damascene. 


It should be noticed that John follows Maximus in 
making some precise distinctions on this subject. In de 
orth. fid. ii. 14, he distinguishes between “will” (76 
Gédewv) and “determination” (yveun). .Thus Géreuv, 
Gérnaws, Gerntixn Stvamus, OérAnpa duorkdy, «.7.r. are set 
over against Oedyrov, Oérnua yveprxdv. Christ possesses 
the human faculty of willing (@éAnovs) or self-deter- 
mination (avtefoverdTns). But this verbal admission is 
qualified by the statement that in Christ there can be 
no évavtioTns yveuns: for speaking strictly Christ has no 
yvepun or mpoaipeois, which would imply a want of perfect 
knowledge, whereas He knew all things and needed no 
consideration (cxéyus) or deliberation ; He was free from 
all hesitancy or doubt (cp. de duab. vol. 28, p. 544 pd). 
But although in Christ there were two volitional natures 
directed towards one and the same object, the 0éAnua 
yvopuixev or “determining will” belonged only to the 
‘Logos. The human will, nominally avte£ovcvos, was yet 
without freedom over against the Divine will; the 
Logos determined both the form and matter of its 
volitions. So in de duab. vol. 40, John explains that the 
Word took a human nature and not a human personality : 
iY » dvotkn ths avOpwmornTros OédAnots pr) KaT’ oiKetov 
brooctatiKoy Kal yvopiKov OéXnuwa TodLTEvon évavTins 
Tov Oeiov OeAnparos, GAN avteEovciws KaTa TaVTA UT}KOOS 
yéevntat, x7. In effect, therefore, the “freedom” of 
Christ’s human will is reduced to a natural psychical im- 
pulse of volition. It is purely passive in relation to the 
will of the Logos. Cp. Dorner, div. ii. vol. i. pp. 213-215, 

1 Person of Christ, div. ii. vol. i. pp. 220 ff. 


ae 
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In relation to the “dual operation” in Christ, the 
following distinctions are made—(1) évépyeva, the active 
and essential operation or movement, of a particular - 
nature: (2) évepynrixov, the nature from which such 
operation proceeds: (3) évépynua, the accomplished effect 
of the operation (dmorédecwa ths Suvdwews): (4) 6 
évepyov, the person or hypostasis operating. Of these 
(1) and (3) are interchangeable, like «ricwa and xricts. 

Each nature has its appropriate operation. Human 
life itself is an évépyeva, whether regarded as a process 
of growth, or an expenditure of force, or a continuous 
movement of self-determining will. Such an évépyeca 
Christ possessed as man, and He displayed it in conjunction 
with the évépyea of His Deity. Thus the miracle of 
multiplying the loaves was an operation of His Deity ; 
the actual breaking of bread was an operation of His 
humanity. But the total result (arorédeoua), though 
both natures co-operated in producing it, displayed a 
single operation, and that Divine. For though it is 
impossible in the abstract that there should be one 
operation of two diverse natures, yet we may speak of 
Christ’s operation as one, because of the unity of the 
person who wills and acts both Oeixds and dvOpwrivas. 
See de orth. fid. iii. 15, esp. pp. 231 c-232 c. It is 
clear on the whole that in the last instance John regards 
the humanity as a mere organ of the Logos. The “free 
obedience” is in reality no more than an obedience pre- 
determined by the controlling will of the Logos. ] 

2. In the Eastern Church the period which followed 
the publication of John Damascene’s great work was in 
some respects analogous to the age of scholasticism in 
the West. The tendency to systematisation, and the 
dialectical treatment of the received theology, found late 
representatives in such writers as the monk Euthymius 
Zigabenus (d. cive. 1118), author of the Dogmatic Panoply 
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of the Orthodox Faith; Theophylact (d. 1107), archbishop 
of the Bulgarians, who devoted himself mainly to scriptural 
exegesis ; Nicetas of Chonee (d. cive. 1206), author of a 
Thesaurus of Orthodoxy ; and Nicolas, bishop of Methone,! 
whose principal work was a polemic against the Neo- 
platonist Proclus. For our present purpose it must 
suffice merely to mention these names. The fact is that 
any true intellectual progress was impossible in an age 
when freedom was stifled by political -and spiritual 
despotism.? Further, the decay and corruption of the 
Eastern Church was unfavourable to originality in 
speculation and to depth of spiritual insight. Futile 
and arid controversies arose from time to time, in regard 
to the doctrines of the Trinity and of the two natures in 
Christ; but there was a general neglect of practical Christi- 
anity, and among the unlearned and ignorant a prevalence 
of gross and barbarous superstition. It was not to be 
wondered at that from the seventh century onwards 
reactionary movements appeared both within and without 
the Church. Such was the heresy of the Paulicians, a 
strange revival of Manicheism, which in the first instance 
_ appears to have been an attempt to revive apostolical 
Christianity ;? such also was the iconoclastic movement 
of the eighth century, which though it was not the result 
of any deep conviction, or any widespread desire of 
reform, yet betrayed an element of religious discontent 
with the prevailing tendencies of Christian worship. 

On the other hand, the immense influence of the 
Areopagite, which had already affected the doctrinal 
controversies of the Church, is to be traced in the 


1 His date is uncertain, but probably falls in the twelfth century. Cp. 
Hagenbach, Hist. of Doctrines, § 146. 

2 See Gieseler, #. H. iii. pp. 484-489, the notes. 

3 On the Paulicians, see The Key of Truth, edited by F. C. Conybeare 
(Oxford, 1898), esp. Introd. pp. xxxv. ff 


468 THE INCARNATION 


mystical and contemplative theology of the seventh and 
following centuries. The writings of Dionysius had 
transferred to the later Greek Church elements of 
Platonistic thought which penetrated deeply into the 
Oriental mind, and became the basis of later mysticism 
in the West also. To the Areopagite is due the conception 
of theology as affirmative (catapatixds) and negative 
(amopatixos). The object of the cataphatic theology was 
God regarded as knowable, active, and self-communicat- 
ing; the apophatic theology laid stress on the impenetrable 
mystery which surrounded the Divine Being, — His 
absolute transcendence and imcommunicable essence. 
This habit of thought discovered a deep significance in 
the symbolism and worship of the Church. The whole 
constitution of the Church, with its hierarchy, its rites, 
its dogmas, appeared to be symbolic of spiritual and 
heavenly truths, veiled beneath earthly forms. Thus a 
lofty spiritual idealism was blended with the whole 
practical system of worship; and while, on the one 
hand, the multiplication of “mysteries” and rites tended 
in the case of the ignorant masses to a low materialistic 
conception of religion, the more contemplative minds, on 
the other hand, aimed at soaring above all that was 
sensuous and material to a direct intuition of heavenly 
realities, and an immediate contact with Deity itself. 
Herein reappears the element of individualism which 
had characterised Neoplatonic mysticism. 

In Maximus this mystical theology already found a 
typical representative as early as the seventh century ; 
in him, however, it is combined with a genius for dialectic 
and an entire devotion to the received theology. To 
Maximus the mystery of the union of the Divine and 
human natures in Christ was the symbol and pledge of 
an essential affinity between God and man > @ necessary 
correspondence between Divine revelation and human 
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faculties. “The grace of the Holy Spirit,” he says 
“neither produces wisdom in the saints without a mind 
to receive it; nor knowledge without the receptive 
faculty of reason; nor faith without a rational mental 
persuasion of things future and hitherto evident to none ; 
nor gifts of healing without a natural humanity of char- 
acter (dvAavOpwria); nor any other gift without a habit 
and faculty receptive of each.” But the end of all 
such communication between God and man is an 
immediate mystical contact or union of the soul with 
Deity—a union which is the effect of love. Love is to be 
accounted the highest good, because by it man embraces 
and is possessed by God. An element, however, of 
pantheism, or at least of docetism, is discernible in the 
idea of Maximus that the Logos continually becomes 
incarnate in believers, in so far as human life is taken up 
into union with Christ and penetrated by His Divine life. 
The fulness of the Godhead which dwelt in Christ by 
nature (xa7’ ovciav) is communicable to Christians by 
grace? and the deification of man is the fulfilment of his 
true destiny. 

Enough has been said to illustrate the tendency of 
Maximus. His system appears to assign little or no 
significance to the actual humanity of Christ, except as 
the firstfruits of a universal exaltation of man into the 
conditions of the Divine life. But the mystical ideas of 
Maximus are tempered by a strong vein of ethical zeal, 
and he is saved from the pantheistic denial of distinctions 
between the Divine and human nature by a practical 
sense of the restrictions and imperfections of man’s 
earthly condition. 


1 Quest. in Scrip. lix. [ed Combefis, vol. i. p. 200]. The reference is 
given by Neander, Ch. Hist. vol. v. 239. 

2 Opera, vol. i. p. 489. 8 Ibid. p. 517. 

4 Dorner, div. ii. vol. i, pp, 228-236 ; Neander, /.c. pp. 236-242, 


470 THE INCARNATION 


Considering the powerful influence of the monastic 
ideal in the Greek Church, it is not surprising to find that : 
the monasteries were the favourite seats of this mystical 
theology. In the cells of the monks, religion naturally 
assumed the form of mystic quietism. The exhortations 
of the Areopagite fell on congenial soil in many a laura 
of the East. The Hesychasts (Quietists), a school of con- 
templative mystics which sprang up among the monks 
of Athos in the fourteenth century, regarded themselves 
as spiritual descendants of “the divine Dionysius ”; 
renouncing the hope of an immediate knowledge of the 
Divine essence which is for ever incommunicable, they 
endeavoured by a system of intense and motionless 
abstraction to attain to some perception of the uncreated 
but communicable Divine light which shone upon our 
Lord in the Transfiguration. This Divine light, according 
to the Hesychasts, was the activity of God as distinguished 
from His essence (the évépyera contrasted with the otcda 
of God). A controversy arose about the year 1337, 
which, though not of long duration, engaged the attention 
of several synods! the Hesychasts being defended by 
Nicolas Cabasilas, bishop of Thessalonica (cire. 1350), 
who may be described as the last of the Greek mystics. 
The real point in dispute between him and his opponents 
turned on the distinction assumed by the apophatic 
theology between the essence and the activity or opera- 
tion of God. Cabasilas adhered to the distinction, and 
endeavoured to show its bearing on Christology ; the 
communicable properties of the Divine nature, which 
were the efficient cause of Christian perfection, resided, 
as he supposed, in the person of Christ. Thus from his 
conception of the Divine nature, which after all was 
non-essential to his main purpose, Cabasilas passed to 
sacramental and mystical theology. The distinctive 

> Gieseler. HH. iv. p. 267, 
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feature of his teaching is a quasi-physical view of the 
holy Eucharist as a means of appropriating the deified 
humanity of Christ. “Not the Logos in Himself, but the 
Logos in union with human nature—His Divine-human 
substance, in which the human is superhuman and com- 
mingled with the Divine—is the vital essence which, 
when received into our organism, ennobles it and 
transforms it into its own substance”? Happily the 
“hesychastic” idea of Cabasilas gives way to the in- 
stincts of practical piety; to him Christ is a being in 
whom the essence of God, the supreme good, the eternal 
love, necessarily communicates itself to man; indeed, 
not only was the human race created with a view to its 
union with the God-man; He on His side was predestined 
for humanity, foreordained to exhibit the pattern of sinless 
manhood.” 

At this point our brief survey of later Greek theology 
naturally ends. The two tendencies we have been con- 
sidering, the dialectical and the mystical, bore compara- 
tively little fruit in the Greek Church, which was already 
in its decline and verging to decay; in the West, 
scholastic theology was the massive and imposing product 
of an intellect which had newly awakened to a sense of 
its capacities. 


§ III. ADOPTIANISM IN THE LATIN CHURCH 


The so-called Adoptianist controversy which engaged 
the attention of the Churches of Spain and France 
towards the close of the eighth century, is not without 
peculiar interest for the student of dogmatics, but its 
exact origin is somewhat difficult to trace. Hitherto 
the relations between East and West had brought Con- 
stantinople into contact or collision mainly with the 

1 Dorner, diy. ii. vol. i. p. 248, 2 Ibid. p. 246. 
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Roman pontiffs. The Western Church as a whole re- 
mained comparatively unaflected by the controversies 
which raged so fiercely in the East during the fifth and © 
sixth centuries, and indeed the clergy of the West were 
as a body too deficient in theological culture to take 
active part or interest in questions so deep and subtle 
as those in dispute. But there seem to have been 
special causes why the Church of Spain should be the 
centre of a new movement in Christological thought. 
For Adoptianism was a fresh phase of the old con- 
troversy between the theology of Antioch (Nestorius) 
and Alexandria (Cyril); it was the outcome of a long- 
standing tradition, and was certainly intended by its 
authors to be only a continuation, or development, of 
the dyophysitism which was finally sanctioned at Chal- 
cedon. . Probably the necessary task of defending 
Christianity against Mohammedan objections in a country 
which was by this time to a large extent under the 
dominion of the Saracens, determined in some degree 
the form under which the doctrine of Christ’s person 
was taught. And it is fairly certain that the contro- 
versy about the three chapters (544-553) had revived 
the views of the Antiochene school, which, through the 
medium of translations from the writings of Theodore 
the Mopsuestene, became widely known in the West 

1. The phrase “adoption” as applied to the person 
of Christ was already familiar in Spain. A council of 
Toledo, indeed, had in 675 declared Christ to be Son of 
God by nature, not by adoption? But probably this 
was specially aimed at Arianising views of Christ; and 
since the word was not unfrequently used in the liturgies 
of the Church, had been employed by Western Fathers, 
and was quite capable of orthodox interpretation, the 


1 Harnack, Dogmengesch. iii, 253 ; Loofs, Dogmengesch. § 57. 
* Cone, Tol. xi. See Labbe and Coss,’ Concil, vii. p. 558, 
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use of it was revived by Elipandus, archbishop of Toledo, 
and was defended by him when called in question with 
needless vehemence (cire. 780). Itis possible that, having 
been already engaged in conflict with a form of neo- 
Sabellian error,’ he had been led to distinguish somewhat 
too emphatically the two natures in Christ; but he does 
not seem to have been skilled in controversy, and he 
soon sought for aid from his friend Felix, bishop of 
Urgella, an acute and gifted theologian, who must be 
regarded as the real representative and champion of the 
new opinions. 
The expression Christus Filius Dei adoptivus, which 
Elipandus had defended, perhaps from an exaggerated 
idea of its importance, is systematically employed by 
Felix, reasoning on the basis of the Chalcedonian dis- 
tinetion between the two natures in Christ. The dispute 
appeared to turn on a mere phrase, but really was soon 
seen to involve a profound difference of view between 
the disputants. Felix denied that the expression Son of 
God was applicable in its strict or natural sense to 
Christ as man. Christ, he said, could only be called 
natura or genere Filius Dei as Divine; as human, He was 
adoptione Filius. Felix thus introduced into Christology 
a formal distinction between natural or proper and adop- 
tive sonship. In fact, together with the Spanish prelates 
who followed him, he was influenced by several consider- 
ations which it will be worth while to notice. 
(1) They considered that a distinction between two 
modes of sonship in Christ was implied in the duality of 
1Tn the case of Migetius; see Neander, Ch. Hist. v. p. 216 ff. Possibly 
also the doctrines of Priscillianism were still rife in Spain. The Priscil- 
lianists were a sect of heretics who in the fourth century revived a system of 
Manichean dualism. They seem to have represented Christ docetically 
as innasctbilis, incapable of true human birth, and to have denied the 


distinction between His Divine and human natures, See Neander, vy. 
“pp. 491-502, 
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natures. For the nature assumed by the Word was 
human nature in its entirety; according to a tradi- 
tional phrase in Western theology, the Incarnation was 
held to be asswmptio hominis (rather than humane 
nature). What was meant by homo? Certainly not 
a mere impersonal thing, but a complete and personal 
human being, for “that the manhood was personal they 
were convinced, although they held that it was consti- 
tuted such by the Divine Zyo which really and truly 
lent itself, as it were, to the Son of man in the act of 
assumption ; and that this Ego became the veritable 
property of the humanity.”! The Adoptianists, how- 
ever, expressly denied that they taught a double 
personality ; they wished rather to declare that one 
and the same person was in two aspects a Son, in virtue 
of His relation to two different natures. The Sori of 
man as a created being must be of another substance 
than the Son of God; a created being cannot, it was 
urged, be by nature Son of God. Clearly the view of 
Felix arose from his anxiety to preserve the necessary 
and eternal distinction of the natures. “You,” he says 
to his opponents, “so blend the natures into a singleness 
of person as to imply that there is no difference between 
God and man, the Word and the flesh, the Creator and 
the creature, Him who assumes and that which is 
assumed.” The Adoptianist view, on the contrary, was, 
to use their own statement, as follows :—“We believe 
that the Divine Son of God, begotten from all eternity 
of the Father, not by adoption but by birth, not by 
grace but by nature—that He when made of a woman, 
made under the law, was Son of God not by origin 
(genere) but by adoption, not by nature but by grace.” 3 

(2) The Adoptianists also appealed to the authority 

* Dorner, div. ii, vol. i. p. 261. * Alcuin, ¢. Felie. iii. 17. 

3 Hp. Episc. Hisp. ete. . 2 [Aleuini Opera, ed. Froben, ii. p- 568]. 
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of Seripture and the Fathers. They pointed to passages 
which seemed to imply Christ’s inferiority, as man, to 
the Father; which represented Him “as anointed,” or 
an “advocate for men,” or a servant, or as advancing in 
bodily growth, knowledge, and wisdom; or which de- 
scribed God as the “head” of Christ, or “in Christ,” 
or “ greater” than Christ. They also laid stress on any 
texts which seemed to class Christ with men, as the 
Jjirstborn among brethren, or as sharing with them the 
dependence of creaturely life.’ Further, they were able 
to point to the traditional language of the Spanish 
liturgy, in which Christ was referred to as adoptivus 
homo and His incarnation as adoptio carnis ;? finally, they 
claimed the support of various Western Fathers.? It 
may be fairly allowed that the word “adoption” as 
synonymous with “assumption” had been occasionally 
employed in the West with an orthodox intention. 

(3) But a more powerful argument was based on the 
general relationship existing between Christ and the 
human race. “We are brethren of Christ,’ said the 
Adoptianists: “He is primogenitus in multis fratribus 
(Rom. viii. 29), the brother of God’s adopted sons. 
How can we be brethren save only in virtue of His 
adoption of the flesh, whereby He deigned to have many 
brethren? We are adoptwi cum adoptivo, servi cum servo, 
Christi cum Christo.” Christ as man is the acknowledged 
head of humanity, which can attain no higher destiny 
~ than to be adopted by God; beyond this nothing more 
is possible than a total transmutation, or annihilation, of 

1See Hp. Episc. 9. They refer specially to S. Jo. xiv. 28; S. Lk. 
i. 80; Heb. ii. 17, v. 5; Rom. viii. 29, besides various O.T. passages. 

2 Ep. Episc. 8 cites the different passages from the Mozarabic liturgy. 
Cp. Gieseler, #.H. ii. p. 280. 

3 Hil. de Trin, ii. 29: ‘Ita potestatis dignitas non amittitur dum carnis 


humilitas adoptatur” (a later reading is adoratur). Cp. in Ps, exxvii. 8. 
The quotations from Augustine in Ep. Episc. 6 are irrelevant. 
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human nature. Accordingly in the Incarnation “ the 
Son of God so united to Himself in the singleness of His 
personality a man, from the very moment of His con- 
ception, that the Son of God actually became Son of 
man, not by change of His own nature, but by an act of 
condescension ; likewise also the Son of man became Son 
of God, not by any conversion of substance, but [by 
being constituted] a true Son in the Son of God.”! 
Accordingly the man Christ is only nwneupative Deus ;? 
and though He is pre-eminent among His human brethren, 
He is on a level with them in regard to election, adoption, 
grace, and the name and condition of a servant. Felix 
allowed indeed that all was an act of gracious condescen- 
sion on the part of the Word, who desired to be deified 
and to attain to the name of God through the grace of 
adoption in fellowship with His chosen ones. But in 
general he applied the notion of adoption to Christ 
in the same sense that it is applied by. Scripture to 
Christians; only so, he thought, could there be true 
fellowship between the Son, and the sons, of God; only 
so could their redemption be ensured. And to such 
lengths was this idea of Christ’s consubstantiality with 
mankind pressed, that He was declared to have taken 
human nature in the state to which the Fall had reduced 
it, in its defilement and filthiness; He was partaker of 
the old man, subject to the law of sin, and needing the 
new birth in baptism.® It would seem that these strong 
expressions relate to the external condition of mortal 
humanity — its weakness, frailty, and mortality, and 

1 Aleuin, ¢c. Felic, v. 1. * Ibid. iv. 2 (an important passage), 

® See Alcuin, ¢. Felic, vii. 8: ‘Dicis enim eundem sacre historie 
interpretem hae reponere verba Et Jesus erat indutus vestimentis sordidis 
(Zech. iii. 3) utique ex transgressione de carne peccati sordidus, quam 
inducre dignatus est: unde et pannis involutus et scissuris humani 


generis, dum in se illa suscepit, inspicitur donee radio crucis innocentix 
tunica texeretur,” ete, Cp. ii. 18, 16, 
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are not intended to impute inherited sinfulness to our 
Lord.’ 

(4) In what then did the actual “adoption” consist ? 
when did it take place ? 

Felix answered this question by consistently carrying 
out his idea that Christ was the firstborn among brethren ; 
he distinguished between a natural or fleshly and a 
spiritual birth of the Saviour. His natural birth as man 
was the nativity at Bethlehem; He underwent His 
second or spiritual birth in order to become the adopted 
~ Son of God. The initial stage of this second birth 
took place at the baptism in Jordan; it was consum- 
mated in the moment of the resurrection,? to which the 
second psalm refers in the words Julius meus es tu; ego 
hodie genus te. 

The Adoptianist view has now been described. It is 
to be noticed that their opponents in the controversy ® 
did not charge them with actually teaching a dual 
personality ; they only insisted that this would be the 
logical result of a dual sonship. As a fact, the Adop- 
tianists were not Nestorians; they accepted the term 
Theotokos, they protested against the idea of a dual per- 
sonality in Christ,* and they declined the old Antiochene 
view that Christ owed His Divine exaltation to His 
sinless virtue. They were not concerned to revive an 
old dispute, but rather made an attempt to solve the 
problem involved in the Chalcedonian theology: that 
-of the relation of Christ’s one personality to the two 


1 Cp. Dorner, div. ii. vol. i. p. 258. In Alcuin, c. Felic. i. 15, Felix speaks 
of Christ as ‘‘per omnia similis factus nobis, excepta lege peccati.” Bruce 
(Humil. of Christ, pp. 248 ff.) seems not to judge Felix quite fairly in 
comparing him to E. Irving, 

2 Alcuin, c. Felic. ii. 16. 

3 Besides Alcuin, Agobard, abp. of Lyons (779-840), and Paulinus of 
Aquileia (d. 802) wrote against Felix. 

-4 Ep, Epise. 10. 
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natures. Recognising the term “Son” as an accepted 
expression of the Redeemer’s personal unity, they thought 
that the dual nature implied at least @ dual aspect of 
the personality. One and the same ego was common 
to both natures—raising them to personality and ful- 
filling the true idea of each; the ego of the Son of God 
was also the true ego of the Son of man. In this way 
“they deemed themselves by one and the same principle 
to have established both the completeness of Christ’s 
humanity and its union with the Son of God at the 
inmost centre of its being, and yet at the same time a 
place remained for that process of adoption by which 
the human nature became assimilated to the Divine.” 1 

2. The general course of the controversy was as 
follows: Elipandus and Felix were opposed by two 
Spanish clergy, Beatus and Etherius. The dispute, en- 
larged its area; it passed from Spain to France, and 
soon attracted the attention of Charlemagne. A synod, 
summoned by the Emperor, met at Ratisbon in 792, at 
which Felix was invited to explain his opinions. He 
attended, and was induced to recant, but on his return 
to Spain after a period of detention at Rome, he re- 
affirmed his error. Adoptianism was again condemned at 
the Synod of Frankfort (794); it was at this point that 
the devout and gentle Alcuin of York took public part in 
the dispute. After long and patient efforts, his influence 
prevailed. Felix made his submission, possibly not quite 
in good faith, at the Synod of Aix la Chapelle (799). 
Elipandus, however, resisted all Alcuin’s overtures ; 
within the area of Moorish domination he continued 
safely to proclaim the Adoptianist tenets.2 

The controversy was indeed a conflict between two 


1 Dorner, diy. ii. vol. i. note 51 (p. 489), 


* Gieseler, H.H. ii, 279 ff, Cp. Hundeshagen in Real-Encykl. s.v. 
‘* Adoptianismus.” 
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types of thought. Adoptianism represents in a measure 
the Christology of the West as coloured by the ideas 
characteristic of Augustine, the conceptions of freewill, 
predestination, and grace. Alcuin inherits the mystical 
habit of mind which had been traditional in the 
East. Wonderful indeed had been the influence of this 
type of thought. It had allied itself equally with the 
philosophical speculation of the time, and with the 
superstitions of the vulgar. “ Plato and Aristotle,” says 
Harnack, “ were its evangelists, while on the other hand 
every celebration of the Eucharist, every relic, was a 
silent missionary on its behalf.”! Alcuin represents the 
mystical tendency in conflict with rationalism. “Never 
think,” he says to Felix, “ that by human reasoning you 
can investigate the nativity of the Word of God; for by 
no human possibility ought you to measure the omni- 
potence of Deity. He who is the law of all natures is 
subject to no law of any other natures; He, the in- 
comprehensible, will never be comprehended by the 
petty surmises of human conjecture... . You ask, 
What else than a servant could be born of a handmaid ? 
.... Surely the mystery of this nativity, this union 
between God and man, is higher than the framing of the 
entire creation. Allow therefore that God is able to 
achieve something which human infirmity cannot com- 
prehend ; nor let us by our ratiocination impose limits 
to the power of eternal majesty, seeing He is all-powerful 
_ and can do all things.”* Here we have the older Greek 
standpoint,—the deep and reverent sense of an ineffable 
mystery in the Incarnation, in the union between God 
and man. Felix represents the opposite type of mind; 
the keen logical sense which insists on distinctions; the 
practical instinct which discerns the ethical importance 
of Christ’s human life and example. Adoptianism is, in 
1 Dogmengesch. ii. p. 250, 2¢. Felic. iii. 2 and 3. 
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fact, a revival in a new form of the opposition between 
Antioch and Alexandria. 

Alcuin, following the lead of the prevalent Christology, 
insists principally on the logical consequences of Adop- 
tianism.t Ultimately it implies the independence and 
juxtaposition of two personal beings, moving in parallel 
lines, but never really united. The unity of the person 
in Christ is sacrificed; the true idea of an incarnation is 
lost. For the Incarnation is no mere self-abasement of 
God to the level of a creature; it is essentially the 
exaltation of man.2 But Alcuin contributes little that 
is positive to the solution of the problem which Adop- 
tianism raised. He falls back on the power of God. 
“Why do we attempt,” he exclaims, “ with perverse 
temerity to force the omnipotence of God within the 
limits of our necessity? He is not bound by the law 
of our mortality ; all things whatsoever He wills the Lord 
doeth im heaven and in earth; and if He has willed 
to beget for Himself a true Son, born from a virgin’s 
womb, who has ventured to say He could not do so?” 
But after all, this appeal to Divine power is unsatisfying, 
and the tendency of Alcuin’s view is to reduce the human 
nature in Christ to a mere predicate of the higher nature, 
or an element in the person, of the Divine Son. On 
its positive side, Adoptianism is a protest against any 
dissipation of the human nature; but Alcuin’s only reply 
is a kind of transubstantiation-theory of Christ's person. 
In assumptione carmis a Deo, he boldly declares, persona 
perit hominis, non natura* And this theory of the ew- 
tenction of the human personality was apparently for a 


le, Felice, i, 11. 

* Ibid. ii. 4: “Non enim minoratio fuit divinitatis in assumptione 
humanitatis, sed humanitatis exaltatio in participatione divinitatis, ” 

3 Libell. adv. her. Fel. 13 [Op. i. p. 763]. 

4c. Felic, ii. 12; ep. Dorner, div. ii. vol. i, note 53, 
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time the received doctrine of the Western Church! It 
is very significant as appearing to allow that personality 
is a necessary element in the perfection of a human 
nature. It is also a tacit recognition of the danger to 
which the received theology was exposed: the danger of 
reducing Christ’s humanity to a mere appendage of His 
person, the mere organ for a theophany.2. Thus in 
Alcuin’s treatment of the personality of Christ we see 
the lingering trace of a monophysitic mode of thought ; 
and the same tendency is illustrated in the reception 
given to the doctrine of Paschasius Radbertus as to 
the transubstantiation of the species in the Eucharist.* 
Adoptianism was, in a word, the close of a prolonged 
series of efforts to uproot monophysitism; nevertheless 
it only served to show how deeply that conception of 
Christ’s person had moulded the thought even of those 
who most earnestly repudiated it.* 


1See passages in Dorner, l.c. The question Utrwm Filius Dei as- 
sumpsertt personam is discussed by Aquinas (Swmma, pars. iii. qu. 4, 
art. 2). He says (ad 3): ‘‘Quod conswmptio ibi non importat destructionem 
alicujus quod prius fuerat, sed impeditionem ejus quod aliter esse posset. 
Si enim humana natura non esset assumpta a divina persona, natura 
humana propriam personalitatem haberet ; et pro tanto dicitur persona 
consumpsisse personam, licet improprie ; quia persona divina sua unione 
impedivit ne natura humana propriam personalitatem haberet,” 

2 Elipandus did in fact accuse his opponents of docetism or Euty- 
chianism. 

3 Lib. de corp. et sang. Domini, written about 830. It is significant 
that he starts with the thesis of Alcuin, the omnipotence of God. Thus 
in ¢. i: ‘‘ Omnia quecunque voluit Dominus fecit in celo et terra. Et 
quia voluit, licet figura panis et vini hic sit, omnino nihil aliud quam caro 
Christi et sanguis post consecrationem credenda sunt.” 

4 Dorner, div. ii. vol. i. p. 268, 
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§ I GuneRAL CHaracteristics 


The Adoptianist controversy brings us to the threshold 
of the Middle Ages, the period in which was de- 
veloped a new Christian and theological culture among 
the Germanic nations. For it may be justly maintained 
that in the eighth century the Church virtually entered 
into a new inheritance—the awakening powers, moral 
and intellectual, of the Teutonic peoples. To them she 
transmitted, as a heritage from the older world, the 
accumulated treasures of early Christian thought and 
toil,—the canon of Scripture, the decisions of the early 
Councils, the immense mass of patristic literature, and 
specially the writings of Augustine. Nor should it be 
forgotten that the spirit of Neoplatonism had already 
penetrated deep into the thought of the Church, owing 
mainly to the influence of the works ascribed to Diony- 
sius the Areopagite, while the logical system of Aristotle 
had been transmitted to the West through the medium 
of translations made by Boethius. The contemplative 
tendency of Neoplatonism fostered the growth of mys- 
ticism; the dialectical method of Aristotle largely 
determined the form and direction of scholastic specula- 
tion; the authority of the Church and the influence of 
Augustine tended to prescribe the limits within which 
intellect must be content to move. Accordingly, the 
age which is now to be surveyed is not one of produc- 
tion or dogmatic development, but rather a period in 
which current beliefs receive a purely intellectual treat- 
ment; in which the faith is regarded mainly as an 
object of knowledge, engaging the powers of the reflective 
understanding. The task of the new age is, in a word, 
that of bringing the doctrinal tradition of the Church 
into harmony with reason; of reconciling the culture and 


‘philosophy of the age with the temper of faith. 
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In some respects the pontificate of Gregory 1. (d. 604) 
may be said to have inaugurated a new epoch. As_ 
being the last of the great Latin Fathers and the 
first of the medieval popes, Gregory naturally forms a 
link between two periods of history; nor can we over- 
look the importance of his work in reviving and organ- 
ising the Christianity of the Anglo-Saxon race. The 
centuries which intervened between his death and that 
of Scotus Erigena formed a period of transition; the 
controversies of the time were merely the continuation 
or completion of earlier struggles; theological energy 
was mainly absorbed in systematising the results of the 
past, and thought was busied in learning its newly-dis- 
covered powers and measuring the extent of its heritage. 
During this period the Church entered into a close 
alliance with the general education of the age; Charle- 
magne, with the assistance of Alcuin and others, endea- 
voured by the foundation of the cloister schools to raise 
the standard of learning and to revive the spirit of 
religion. The prominence of dialectic in the curriculum 
of these schools is significant; by continuous exercise 
and discipline the Western mind was gradually trained 
to feel confidence in its powers; but as yet there were 
very few who could be called independent thinkers. 
The two most celebrated theologians of the ninth century 
are Alcuin (d. 804) and Jonny Scorus EricEna (d. cire. 
877)? Of the former something has been said already ; 


1 During the Carlovingian period schools were established of various 
kinds—palatine, monastic, cathedral, and parochial. The course of 
instruction in the liberal arts embraced the ¢riviwm (grammar, dialectic, 
thetoric), and the guadrivium (geometry, arithmetic, astronomy, music). 
But as logic and dialectic attracted the keenest interest, the term Doctor 
Scholasticus came to mean one occupied in teaching logic or philosophy. 

“It would seem that Scotus received his training in the Irish Church, 
which from the seventh century onwards was a main source of religious 


life, theological learning, and missionary enterprise to the Western 
Church. 
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it is necessary, however, for our purpose to give some 
account of Erigena. 

The main characteristic of Scotus Erigena is his 
remarkable attempt to fuse Christian beliefs with Neo- 
platonic thought. The foundation of his system seems 
to be the Platonism of the Areopagite, whose works 
Scotus translated into Latin. In his abstract and nega- 
tive conception of God, Scotus at once displays the 
influence of the pseudo-Dionysius and his affinity to 
the later theology of the East. He may, indeed, be 
accounted a connecting link between the East and the 
West; he hands on the traditions of the apophatic or 
mystical theology which he had inherited from writers 
like Maximus and John Damascene. Scotus then toa 
great extent follows the lead of the Areopagite, and of the 
more mystical writers of the East, such as the two Gre- 
gories of Nazianzus and Nyssa (whose names, strangely 
enough, he appears to confuse), but he inaugurates a new 
period in his characteristic declaration that the true 
philosophy is identical with true religion. This was a 
needful reassertion of the rights of human reason; and 
_ Scotus went so far as to maintain that, in the event of a 
collision between reason and authority, the former was 
to be preferred: omnis auctoritas que vera ratione non 
approbatur infirma esse videtur His rationalism, how- 
ever, was not unqualified, for he did not deny the necessity 
of revelation: nist ipsa lux mentium nobis revelaverit, 
nostre ratiwcinations studium ad eam revelandam nihil 
proficiet. But he regarded authority (by which term he 
seems to mean the teaching of the Fathers) as useful only 
for corroboration of the results achieved by reason. 
Accordingly, although these opinions of Scotus were not 
generally adopted, he may be regarded with some justice 
as the earliest founder of scholasticism, if understood 

1 de div. nat. i. 69 [Migne, P.L. 122, p. 513]; ep. ii. 31 (p. 601). 
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broadly as a systematic effort to co-ordinate reason and 
faith. 
In his famous work, de divisione nature, Scotus 
investigates the whole sphere of being, for in the term 
nature he comprehends at once God, matter, and the 
ideas or essences of things which are both created and 
creative. In Scotus’ view, which may be described as 
monistic, God is the supreme and only substance of all 
things: tpse omnium essentia est qui solus vere est But 
in reality God is exalted above all predicates; He 
transcends all categories—all being, all knowledge, all 
utterance; in Him contradictories are both true, for He 
transcends the sphere in which the law of contradiction 
is valid Hence the Trinity is a mere name; for God’s 
being is incognisable both by men and angels. The 
Father is a name denoting the essentia, the Son the 
suprentia, the Holy Spirit the vita, Dei There appears, 
in the system of Scotus, to be no recognition of objective 
distinctions within the Deity corresponding to the names 
Father, Son, Spirit. 

Such is Scotus’ conception of God; it is however his 
description of the creative process that gives him occasion 
for a definite theory of Christology. God is the source 
of the natures which at once are created and create, 2.e. 
those ideas or archetypes (primordiales cause) which 
constitute the intelligible world. These “ideas” are 
contained in the Word, or Wisdom, or Only-begotten of 
God. In Him they eternally exist, although they are 
“created” ew nihilo; for “creation” as applied to these 
ideas signifies merely that there was a time when they 


1 de div. nat. i. 3. 

* This conception of deity is qualified by an idea derived mainly from 
Gregory of Nyssa—that the human soul is triune, and therefore an image 
of the Divine nature. Cp. ii. 23, 

Pi, 18518, 
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had not manifestation! The Word is the mundus 
intelligibilis*-—the home of the ideas; and creation 
means that eternal act or process wherein God passes 
through the primordial causes or principia into the 
sensible world of visible and invisible creatures (the 
nature created and not creating).? God is Himself the 
substance of all finite things; creation means simply the 
self-revelation of the eternal nature; and just as the 
eternal procession of God from Himself originates the 
complex multiplicity of visible phenomena, which are so 
many theophanies—so many different aspects of the one 
omnipresent God, so the goal of creation is the return 
‘into unity. The “nature neither creating nor created” 
is God Himself, regarded as the supreme ultimate unity 
into which all things return. 

Two things are remarkable in Scotus’ doctrine of 
creation: (1) it is frankly pantheistic in statement and 
tendency. “God is in all things as their essential 
substance.” “ All that is good and beautiful and lovely 
in creatures is Himself.”* He loves and contemplates 
Himself in His creatures. Every creature is therefore a 
‘theophany, but in a special degree man, since he is the 
image of God and the end of His creative operation.” The 
world of phenomena is that sphere in which the eternal 
ideas of the Divine mind find their manifestation. Non 
duo a sé ipsis distantia debemus intelligere Dewm et creaturam 
sed unum et idipsum® Seotus however is not strictly 
speaking a pantheist; he does not worship nature as 
God. His belief in the essential unknowableness of God 
distinguishes his view from that of ordinary pantheism. 
“For him nature is God indeed, but God is more than 


liii, 15. Creation ex nihilo means that the ideas proceeded from the 
ineffable nature of the Word which transcends being. 

2 ii, 16, v. 23. 8 iii, 25. 43. 74 and 76. 

5 iii, 20. 8 iii, 17 (p. 678). 
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nature.” Scotus is in fact more of a mystic than a 
pantheist; but there can be no doubt that later 
thinkers, such as Amalric of Bena and David of 
Dinanto, misunderstood and misused his teaching. 
(2) Again, the system of Scotus assigns a high dignity 
to man; man is made in the Divine image; he is the 
microcosm of creation, comprehending the universe of 
things in his constitution ;? having a mind like that of 
God, all-pervading and all-embracing, so that his nature 
is inscrutable even to himself. Further, man, being 
a creature rational and spiritual, is the end and aim of 
God’s self-manifestation; the highest and most perfect 
theophany ; an end in himself. Here we have a basis 
in nature for the possibility of a Divine incarnation. 
What, then, is the significance of Christ in the system 
of Scotus ? } 
He stands in close relation to the world as the 
mundus intelligibilis, the sum of the idéas or causes 
which find visible embodiment in the created universe. 
But the Incarnation was necessary in order to uphold 
the universe in being; the effects would be nothing 
apart from the descent into them of the “ primordial 
causes”; they would become extinct, and causality itself 
would perish.” The universe, apart from Him who is its 
life, must pass into nothingness. It accordingly follows 
that the Incarnation is an act coeternal with the process 
of creation; or rather, it is a mere symbol, an allegory, 
of the essential relation between cause and effect. Thus 
Scotus contemplates the Incarnation ideally as an ex- 
*T quote from a paper on the de div. nature by Mr. C. CO. J. Webb 
to which I am much indebted. 
Ties. BiieeGs Sls) fy Oy ule 
Sy. 25 (p. 912): ‘Si Dei sapientia in effectus causarum que in ea 
sternaliter vivunt non descenderet, causarum ratio periret ; pereuntibus 


enim causarum effectibus nulla causa remaneret.” Cp. Dorner, diy. ii. 
vol. i. p. 291. 


SCOTUS ERIGENA 491 
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pression of the necessary dependence of the universe on 
the Logos (cp. Col. i. 16, 17); while, at the same time, 
he views it historically, as the actual assumption in time 
of a complete human nature by Deity itself. From this 
point of view Christ is the ideal embodiment of the 
human race, in whose person the restoration of humanity 
to its original unity begins. In His birth Christ 
abolishes those distinctions of sex which resulted from 
the Fall; in rising again He began to annul the differ- 
ence between the visible world and paradise; in His 
ascension, the difference between earth and heaven. For 
the end of His work is a complete restoration of the 
universe. In assuming the nature of man, He restores 
the whole of creation to unity with itself and God;} 
and if the goal for humanity is its exaltation in Christ 
and conversion into Deity,” the goal for the universe at 
large is a return into God and into the primordial 
causes; a passage from multiplicity and division into 
unity and simplicity; from the state of movement and 
change into that of immutability and repose. In God, 
“the nature which neither creates nor is created ”—the 
‘source of existence and its goal—all things find their 
rest: omnia quieta erunt et unum indiwiduum atque im- 
mutabile manebunt® God will be all in all. 

Christ then is to Scotus rather the symbol of a 
necessary Divine operation or process, than a historical 
person: a symbol of the immanence of the eternal and 
infinite in the transitory and finite; of the essential 
dependence of effects on their causes. But in Christ 
existence is regarded not so much in its eternal 


ile Gyro 

2 vy, 25 (p. 911): ‘* Hoc enim proprium caput ecclesiz sibi ipsi reservavit, 
ut non solum ejus humanitas particeps deitatis, verum etiam ipsa deitas, 
postquam ascendit ad Patrem, fieret.” 
| +8 ii, 2 (ps 527). 
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emanation from God, as in its eternal return to God. 
The Incarnation of the Word and His redemptive work. 
are the allegory or symbol, under which the Godward 
movement of creation is to be conceived. What in one 
aspect, that of creation, is contemplated as division and 
process, is in another aspect, that of redemption, rewnion 
and return. Consistently enough, Scotus revived the 
Origenistic idea of the restitution of all things. The 
universality of redemption excluded the idea of any 
limitation of the benefits of salvation. 

The system of Scotus gave considerable impetus to 
the pantheistic tendencies which came to maturity some 
centuries later. But he himself was unjustly charged 
with the heresies which sheltered themselves under the 
authority of his name. The free speculative mysticism 
which he derived from the teachers whom he most 
venerated, was held in restraint by the instincts of deep 
Christian piety which he had imbibed in’ the Irish 
monasteries. Though he himself regarded Christianity 
mainly as a system of cosmical philosophy, he did not 
incur serious suspicion, at least in his own day. On the 
contrary, he was called to take part as a champion of 
orthodoxy in contemporary controversies. It was only 
in 1209 that his principal work was condemned by the 
University of Paris—a condemnation repeated by 
Honorius m. in 1225, when the de divisione nature 
was found to be in circulation among some of the 
numerous pantheistic sects. 

The importance of Scotus Erigena may be gathered 
from the fact that scholasticism in its stricter sense is 
a systematic continuation of Erigena’s attempt to unite 
philosophy and theology, though its general course 
follows a direction very different from that in which his 
thought travelled. It was the task of the scholastic age 
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to exalt faith into a science, to rationalise Christian 
dogma. And we may notice that this was the aim not 
of a few prominent individuals like Anselm, but of a 
continuous series of thinkers, employing a fixed method, 
and starting from the basis of the Church’s acknowledged 
teaching. “No Christian,’ says Anselm, the father of 
scholasticism, “ought to contend that what the Catholic 
Church believes and professes is not true; but he ought, 
by holding the same faith without wavering, by loving it, 
and living conformably to it in humility to the utmost of 
his power, to inquire how it is true.”1 The result in 
general was a rigorous definition and formulation of 
dogma, the method of dialectic being gradually extended 
even to the highest mysteries of the faith. At first the 
influence of Plato predominated, but gradually yielded 
to the authority of Aristotle, as the tendency to syste- 
matisation became more strongly developed. During 
the polemical period of Christian theology, when scien- 
tific statements of doctrine were being slowly elaborated, 
Plato had been the constant ally of the Church, Aris- 
totle had for the most part served the purposes of heresy.” 
-It was not until the twelfth century that the moral and 
metaphysical works of Aristotle became known in the 
West through the medium of Arabic translations, and 
though these were regarded with suspicion and aversion 
by popes and councils, the voice of ecclesiastical 
authority was powerless to restrain an irresistible 
movement of thought. Aristotelianism finally supplanted 
Platonism in the schools, though the latter reappeared 
as a dominant influence, first in the mystics of the four- 


1Cp. Hardwick, Church History (Medieval), p. 258. In Proslog. i. 
occurs the celebrated dictum ‘‘ Neque enim quero intelligere ut credam, 
sed credo ut intelligam.” 

2 Op. Iren. ii. 14. 5: ‘*Minutiloquium et subtilitatem circa queestiones 


~ eum sit Aristotelicum, inferre fidei conantur.” 


3 See below, p. 497. 
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teenth century, and later in the humanists of the Renais- 
sance,' thus forming, as it were, the dawn and the sunset 
of medizval philosophy. 


§ Il. SkeTcH OF THE SCHOLASTIC AGE 


The scholastic period may be viewed historically as 
embracing three well-marked periods. 

1. During the period of the rise and development of 
scholasticism were propounded the .great questions with 
which thought busied itself for nearly three successive 
centuries: the religious question as to the relation 
between faith and knowledge, authority and reason; 
the philosophical problem of universals; the theological 
question as to the nature and conditions of our Lord’s 
redemptive work.2 Moreover two divergent tendencies, 
or habits of mind, emerge during this period, which in 
different forms reappear at every stage of the scholastic 
movement: there appears the opposition between the 
rationalistic and the mystical tempers, in their relation 
to the problems both of faith and knowledge. 

In the great Anselm (1033-1109) the two tendencies 
are more or less combined; he represents the Platonic 
realism and mystical temper of Augustine, while at 
the same time he illustrates that lofty confidence in 
the reasonableness of Christianity which constituted the 
great merit of the schoolmen. His beautiful Christian 
temper and instinct formed a bond of union between the 
religious and speculative sides of his mind? He united 
profound feeling with severe thought; the mystical 


1eg. Marsilius Ficinus (d. 1499) and John Picus of Mirandola 
(d. 1494), who were the leaders of a reaction in favour of Platonism. 


* These three questions are concisely stated by Dr. Fairbairn, Christ in 
Mod. Theol. i. c. 6. 


3 See Neander’s fine sketch of Anselm, Church History, vol. viii. 
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temper with practical piety. The tendencies, however, 
which he, with some few others,! succeeded in combining 
so admirably were destined to diverge and ultimately 
to come into sharp collision. In the nominalism of 
Roscellin, and in the rationalism of Abelard (d. 1142), 
appears the critical, innovating, speculative, and restless 
temper which naturally accompanies any great awaken- 
ing of intellect; while Peter Lombard (d. 1160) lays the 
foundation of scholastic method in his Sentences,—a work 
which became the favourite manual of the twelfth 
century, and the model on which, for a long period, the 
treatment of theology was based. On the other hand, 
Abelard’s great opponent Bernard of Clairvaua (d. 1153), 
and the theologians of the monastery of S. Victor in 
Paris, Hugh (d. 1141), Richard (d. 1173), and Walter 
(d. crea 1180) are examples of the devotional temper by 
which rationalism was kept in check.2 Nor must we 
leave out of sight the vague mysticism which was a 
legacy from the Areopagite and fell in with the great 
outburst of pantheistic thought which, as the aggregate 
result of several causes, disturbed the Church of the 
_ twelfth and thirteenth centuries. 

2. In the second stage of scholasticism—the era of 
its bloom and perfection—the confused tendencies of the 
preceding epoch became fixed in determinate forms. 
This period, which, speaking roughly, extends to the close 
of the thirteenth century, has a many-sided character, 
which is not easily described. It witnessed the attain- 
ment by the papacy of its highest point of influence 
under Innocent u1.; the founding of the mendicant 


1¢,g. William of Champeaux (d. 1121), the teacher of Abelard. 

* Neander observes that the influence of the Victorines was useful in 
Paris, where the life of university students and teachers was apt to be 
very loose and worldly. They also, no doubt, did much to conciliate 
men like Bernard in favour of the dialectical treatment of theology, 
. Like Anselm, they laid great stress on the study of Scripture, 
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orders by Francis (1209) and Dominic (1216) ;? a great 
extension of intercourse with the East, resulting from the 
crusades; and, what was perhaps of chief intellectual - 
importance, the recovery of the lost works of Aristotle. 
Indeed the main feature of the period, regarded from 
the point of view of the history of dogma, was the con- 
tact of the Christian mind with the Aristotelianism of 
the Moorish schools of Spain. This was one of those 
facts which constitute an era in the intellectual history 
of Europe, and is worthy of special notice. The Arabic 
philosophy which passed from the schools of Cordova 
into the universities of Italy and Spain, seems to have 
been introduced mainly through the study of medicine. 
Oriental physicians were everywhere its missionaries ; 
“ philosophy stole in under the protection of medicine” ;? 
and with the works of Hippocrates, Galen, and the 
Alexandrine astronomers, there entered by degrees the 
philosophy of Greece. Thus escorted as it were by 
physical science, Aristotelianism was introduced into 
the universities of Kurope. The study of the Stagirite 
had for more than a century flourished in the Moorish 
schools; and it received a new impulse from the trans- 
lation and commentary made by Averrhoes at the 
beginning of the thirteenth century. Gradually, as 
intercourse became more frequent between the Moorish 
teachers and the universities of Western Christendom, 
Latin translations were made from the works of Arabian 
Aristotelians, and these were prematurely assumed to 
represent the genuine Aristotle* Thus tainted by an 
admixture of foreign elements, the moral, metaphysical, 


? The founding of the orders doubtless was an event of immense import- 
ance ; it did much to awaken a feeling of religious unrest, and perhaps of 
spiritual independence, which contributed in great measure to the move- 
ment in favour of a reformation of the Church. 

2 Milman, Latin Christianity, ix. p. 110. 

3 Gieseler, #.H. iii, p. 296. 
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and physical writings of “the philosopher” found an 
entrance into the homes of learning, and the effect was 
nothing less than a revolution of thought. An effort 
was made by the Church to suppress Aristotle,| which, 
as we have noticed, was ineffectual. But it is fair to 
observe that there were at first good grounds for the 
alarm and suspicion which the new learning excited. 
For it was largely in consequence of the introduction of 
Aristotelianism in its Moorish guise that pantheism 
again raised its head. The Aristotelian natural philo- 
sophy of the Arabs was largely tinged with Neoplatonic 
and pantheistic ideas; and it was not long before this 
element in their Aristotelian commentaries and transla- 
tions produced pernicious results in the West. It 
was easy to trace a connection between the Arabic 
pantheism and the errors of two prominent theologians, 
Amalric of Bena, a teacher in Paris (d. 1205), and 
David of Dinanto. Amalric seems to have revived a 
form of Sabellianism, which had undoubtedly points of 
contact with the teaching of Scotus Erigena; but David 
of Dinanto expressly made use of the metaphysics and 
physics of Aristotle ; and as the pantheistic errors of both 
teachers had the effect of encouraging in their disciples 
a tendency to antinomian excesses, it was not unnaturally 
assumed that the study of Aristotle was a source of peril 
to Christianity.2 It was not until the genuine works of 
Aristotle were distinguished from those of his Arabian 
commentators, that the prohibition of the philosopher’s 
works became a dead letter. Ultimately indeed the 
effect of the revived pantheism was rather to discredit 


1 His works were prohibited by the synod of Paris (1209), and again by 
the papal legate in 1215. In 1231 Gregory 1x. again forbade the intro- 
duction of “‘ profane science” ; but after that date Aristotelianism reigned 
supreme. 

2 See Gieseler, H. H. vol. iii. pp. 296-301; Dorner, div. ii. vol. i, pp. 300 f. 
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Erigena and Neoplatonism than to hinder the influence of 
Aristotle. 

The result of the new Aristotelianism was displayed 
to more advantage in the great monuments of learning 
which give to the thirteenth century its most distinctive 
character. The Summa universe theologie of the Fran- 
ciscan Alexander of Hales (d. 1245) was the first of a 
series of attempts to exhibit the faith of Christendom as 
a reasoned and ordered whole, with the aid of strict 
Aristotelian method,—analysis, definition, and syllogistic 
inference. To the same class of works belong the com- 
mentary of the Franciscan Bonaventura (d. 1274) on the 
Books of the Sentences; the Summa of Albert the Great 
(d. 1280), who was the first commentator on the com- 
plete works of Aristotle; the Swmma of Thomas Aquinas 
(d. 1274), and the Commentary on the Sentences of Duns 
Scotus (d. 1308). The last two writers, though devoted 
to the Aristotelian dialectics, were by no means servile 
adherents of “the philosopher.” Thomas, in particular, 
owed much to the teaching of the Areopagite! while 
Duns Scotus was largely influenced by Platonism. 
Towards the close of the thirteenth century a marked 
divergence arose between the schools of “ Thomists” and 
“Scotists””"—the scholastic disputes being closely con- 
nected with the academic rivalry of the monastic orders, 
Dominican and Franciscan, to which Thomas and Scotus 
severally belonged. While the Thomists treated theology 
from the scientific or theoretic standpoint, the Scotists 
insisted on its practical aspects; the Thomists’ system 
was rooted in the Augustinian doctrines of sin and grace, 


 Corderius, Op. S. Dion. Areop. pref. p. xxvi: ‘ Observatu quoque 
dignissimum quomodo 8. Dionysius primus scholastic theologiz jecerit 
fundamenta ; quibus ceteri deinceps theologi eam que de Deo rebusque 
divinis in scholis traditur doctrinam omnem edificarunt.” He proceeds 
to illustrate in detail the debt of Aquinas to the Areopagite. 
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the Scotists, inclining to Pelagianism, laid special stress 
on the freedom of the human will; the Thomists pro- 
fessed a modified Aristotelianism, the Scotists were 
Platonists; the difference in fact corresponds to the 
general contrast between the Dominican order with its 
zeal for dogma, and the Franciscans who insisted on 
practical morality! The work of Duns Scotus marks 
the close of this period; with him begins that formal 
and arid use of dialectic which ultimately led to the 
downfall of scholasticism. A practical attempt to 
defend Christianity against the inroads of the Arabian 
pantheism was made by Raymund Lulli in his Ars 
generalis; but a better testimony to the power of the faith 
was offered by his own life of missionary activity and the 
martyrdom in north Africa with which it closed (1315). 

3. The decline and decay of scholasticism began with 
the opening of the fourteenth century. Duns Scotus had 
laid the foundations of a sceptical reaction against the 
teaching of the Church, partly by his elaborate use of 
the dialectical method, but much more by his doctrine 
of moral distinctions as having their basis only in the 
_arbitrary will of God. In the nominalism of Walliam 
of Occam (d. 134'7) the discordance between the objec- 
tive truths of religion and the subjective mode of 
treating them became painfully apparent. Objections 
to revealed doctrines and to the system of the Church 
had hitherto been stated hypothetically with a serious 
purpose of meeting them, but they were now urged 
ironically and in a spirit of veiled rebellion”? This 
sceptical temper was favoured by the nominalism which 


1 Cp. Hagenbach, History of Doctrines, ii. p. 180. The Pelagianising 
tendencies of the Scotists were opposed by Archbishop Bradwardine 
(d. 1349) in his de causa Det contra Pelagiwm. Bradwardine himself was. 
a very rigid Augustinian (ibid. ii. p. 301). 

2p. Hardwick, Ch. Hist. (Medieval), p. 352. 
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denied the existence of any objective realities corre- 
sponding to general ideas. A reaction was already set- 
ting in against the authority of the Church,—a reaction 
destined to produce not only the independent and some- 
times extravagant movements of the later mysticism, 
but also the revolt against papal absolutism which found 
a Voice in the reforming councils of Pisa, Constance, and 
Basle. Raimund of Sabunde (cire. 1436) and Gabriel 
Biel (d. 1495) may be accounted the last of the school- 
men ; for the fifteenth century witnessed the rise of a new 
culture, and of a new zeal for truth, with which the 
later scholasticism was powerless to cope. In the 
Renaissance and the Reformation the intellect of 
Europe asserted its freedom and refused any longer to 
be fettered by scholastic traditions and methods, whether 
in the cultivation of science and letters or in the pursuit 
of moral and religious truth.? 


§ III. CuristoLocicaL THOUGHT IN THE ScHOLASTIC AGE 


We may now pass on to inquire what was the special 
contribution of scholasticism to Christological thought. 
It was not, we must remember, a creative age which 
gave birth to scholasticism. The ninth and following 
centuries were largely occupied with missionary work, 
the conversion of heathen nations, and the organisation 
of churches. Hence it came about that the person of 
Christ was on the whole less decidedly an object of 
attention than the dispensation of grace committed to 
the Church. The scholastic period accordingly witnessed 


7 e.g. the tenets of Eckart of Cologne (d. circa 1325). Tauler (d. 
1361), Suso (d. 1865), Ruysbroek (d. 1881), the author of the Deutsche 
Theologie (publ, 1519), Thomas & Kempis (d. 1471), and Gerson (d. 1429) 
adhered in the main to the doctrines of the Church, 

* On the scientific opposition to scholasticism, see Hagenbach, § 154; 
on the precursors of the Reformation, § 155. 
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no marked development in the doctrine of the Incar- 
nation; the keenest controversies between 850—1050 
related to the subjects of Predestination and _ the 
Eucharist. Further, in repudiating Adoptianism theology 
still adhered to a mode of contemplating Christ’s person 
which assigned a disproportioned prominence to His 
Deity. The tendency displays itself in the system of 
Scotus Erigena, who regards Christ exclusively as the 
incarnate Wisdom of God, and attributés but Little 
significance to the earthly life of Christ; and although 
the Crusades revived to some extent: the interest of 
Christians in the actual figure depicted in the Gospels, 
yet professed theologians like Peter Lombard were apt 
to ignore, or minimise, the historic humanity of our Lord, 
while some of the later mystics seem to transform the 
Christ of the New Testament into a mere ideal. Thus 
the Beghards were charged with teaching that every 
believer is Christ Himself; that the name Christ is 
merely a symbol of an incarnation of God which takes 
place in every devout Christian. Indeed, speaking 
generally, the prevailing inclination of theologians was to 
regard the Incarnation as a theophany, Christ’s earthly 
history being a non-essential phase of the Divine self- 
manifestation and little more. 

Notwithstanding this tendency however there was 
a very decided awakening of interest in soteriology. 
Possibly this was due to the profounder conceptions of 
sin which had been awakened, partly through the influ- 
ence of Augustine, partly by the penitential system of 
the Church. Augustine, indeed, had himself started the 
main questions which occupied the minds of the school- 
men; and foremost among these was the problem of 
redemption—the question Why redemption was neces- 
sary, and why it assumed one particular form? and this 
‘problem led on to the deeper inquiry Cur Deus homo ? 
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and that again to the question, Utrwm Christus venisset 
st Adam non peccasset ? 

These may be said to have been the chief topics of 
discussion in regard to Christology, which occupied the 
earlier scholastics, and they were, of course, dealt with 
formally by the systematic theologians of the thirteenth 
century. for the sake of clearness however, and with 
a view to limiting and systematising in some degree the 
treatment of the subject, we may at the outset indicate 
the main Christological questions which arose during the 
scholastic age, mentioning the names of those who are 
prominently connected with the discussion of each. 

I. Anselm propounds the most important of these 
inquiries in his Cur Deus homo? This book marks a 
turning-point in the history of doctrine, because it is the 
first attempt to deal systematically with the mystery, of 
the Atonement. The question whether it was possible 
for God to have redeemed mankind in any other way 
had passed over to the schoolmen from Augustine. 
Anselm endeavours to show the objective necessity of 
the actual method of redemption adopted by God, and 
his work shows how widespread and keen was the 
interest aroused by such discussions. 

II. The effects of the Incarnation in their relation to 
the Divine Being Himself who assumed man’s nature 
were discussed by Peter Lombard, with the result that 
his treatment of the subject exposed him to the charge 
of “ nihilianism.” 

IIL The wider question, whether in any case and apart 
from the consequences of sin, God would have become 
incarnate, seems first to have been explicitly raised and 
answered by the abbot Rupert of Deutz. 

IV. The effects of the union of the two natures on our 
Lord’s humanity—the problem of His human growth, 
knowledge, and experience—are systematically dealt with 
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by the various writers of Sentences, Commentaries, and 
Summe. Attention will, however, be confined in this 
connection mainly to Thomas Aquinas and to the two 
mystical theologians, Hugh and Richard of S. Victor. 

I. We have postponed to this point a task which must 
be discharged if we are fairly to estimate the significance 
of Anselm’s treatment of the Atonement. Augustine 
had maintained that some other method of redemption 
would nave been possible to an omnipotent God, but 
that no other way was more suitable for healing man’s 
misery, for raising his hopes and kindling his love than 
ubat which involved the death of Christ.1 This ethical, 
subjective mode of regarding the Atonement passes on 
to Anselm; but he aims at a more objective treatment, 
the motive of which may be gathered from a rapid 
survey of the history of Christian soteriology from the 
earliest times to the age of Anselm. 

i. Even in the earliest period a redemptive virtue was 
ascribed to the sufferings and death of Christ. The 
apologists had indeed laid special stress on the preach- 
ing and teaching of Jesus as a factor in redemption, 
which, in their view, consisted chiefly in moral and 
spiritual enlightenment ;* but the most typical soteri- 
ologist of the apologetic age, Trenzus, while he regards 
the entire appearance of Christ as redemptive, yet treats 
the passion and death as the crown of the Saviour’s 
work? Hence in Ireneus, as in other early writers, the 
doctrine of Satan plays a prominent part. Their general 
view is that the death of Christ was a victory over the 
devil. Attributing an almost magical efficacy to the 
Redeemer’s cross, they look upon His death less as an 
exhibition of Divine justice than as a triumph of Divine 


1 de Trin. xiii. 10-13. 
2 Cp. vol. i. pp. 192 ff. ; and see Justin M. Apol. i. 23; Dial. §§ 83, 121, 
3 Tren. ii. 22. 4; v. 28. 2, etc, 
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wisdom and power, by which man is ransomed from the 
tyranny of Satan, and the lost gift of incorruption is 
restored.’ A sacrificial virtue indeed is assigned to the 
Redeemer’s blood, both as a ransom-price and as a means 
of moral cleansing ;? but the prevailing conception is 
that Christ came to destroy the works of the devil. This 
idea is also prominent in the Alexandrine Fathers, 
Clement and Origen. They may have been influenced 
by the Gnostic conception of sin, as corruption and 
bondage, rather than guilt; and, consequently, they look 
upon suffering as purgative and remedial, rather than 
penal, They share to some extent the view of the 
Gnostics that justice is a lower attribute of Deity than 
love? The result is that Origen and Clement are some- 
what optimistic in their estimate of suffering. Origen, 
for instance, compares Christ’s death to the heroic deaths 
of other great men;* and though he has a profound 
sense of the cosmic significance of Christ’s passion, he 
has but little conception of a doctrine of vicarious 
satisfaction for sin. He inclines to fall back on the 
prevailing doctrine that in the death of Christ, Satan 
has been outwitted by a master-stroke of Divine wisdom.® 
Clement’s optimistic view of moral evil leads him to 
overlook the retributive element in the punishment of 
sin; he treats it merely as a Divine discipline of the 
soul.® Generally speaking, the primitive Church does 
not seem to advance beyond the idea of vicarious suffer- 
ing ; the deeper sense of the necessity of satisfaction for 


1 See esp. Iren. vy. 1. 1. 

? Justin M. Apol. i. 82; ep. Clem. Rom. i. 7; Ignat. ad Smyrn. 6. 

3 The Gnostics made ‘ justice” the special characteristic of the inferior 
deity, the Demiurge, who stood, asit were, at a point intermediate between 
God and Satan, between perfect good and perfect evil, 

SlomOcisy ily 17. 

> Cp. i Matt. xvi. 8 ; ad Rom. ii, 13, 

5 Protrept. 74, 79, 82, 89. 
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sin hardly makes its appearance.’ Certainly, however, 
the biblical idea of Christ’s death as a propitiatory sacrifice 
is consistently maintained throughout the whole period, 
while the Anselmic thought, that man who had been 
overcome must himself vanquish his enemy Satan, is also 
found in Irenzus.? 

ii. During the polemic period, from the death of 
Origen to John Damascene (254—730), the doctrine 
of the Atonement in the West was to some extent 
coloured by anthropological speculations. The Pelagian 
controversy aroused deeper conceptions of sin, which 
however was discussed rather in reference to the free 
will of man and the work of grace than in its objective 
relation to the Divine justice and moral government. 
On the other hand, in the East, men’s minds were more 
absorbed in the problems of Christ’s person and natures 
than in His redemptive work. Nevertheless Athanasius 
and Gregory of Nyssa in the East, like Ambrose, Leo, 
and Gregory the Great in the West, devoted considerable 
attention to the mystery of the Atonement. Athan- 
asius, for example, regards Christ’s work mainly as 
expiratory, as the payment of man’s debt and the destruc- 
tion of death. He also recognises the element of sub- 
stitution; Christ suffers in the stead of those who are 
united to Him as their mystical head and representative.* 
But both he and Gregory Nyssen® assign great import- 
ance to the claims and destructive work of Satan. 
Gregory develops the idea of a fraud justly practised on 
the devil, his argument seeming almost to justify the 

1 “*Satisfactio” in Tertull. de pen. 5-10; de pat. 13 ; de pud. 9, seems 
to mean man’s satisfaction for his own sin. It is to be connected with 
his other juristic phrases, ¢.g. culpa, reatus peccati, meritum, etc. (Cp. 
vol. i. p. 267 note.) 

thy Alt fla 3 Op. p. 29. 

4 Op. de Incarn. ix.; Orat.c. Ari, 41, 45, 60, ii. 62, iv. 6. 

- 5 Orat. catech. xxii,-xxvi. 
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impression that he considers the means to sanctify the 
end. In fact, the notion of a Divine victory over Satan 
was elaborated during this period into a theory. Some 
Fathers busied themselves with the doctrine of the 
ransom, which they regarded as a price paid to Satan in 
compensation for his just rights over mankind; others 
who repudiated this idea,’ yet recognised an element 
both of artifice or fraud in the passion, and of strict 
justice in the Divine dealing with Satan. The device by 
which Satan, the deceiver, was himself entrapped was 
the concealment of a Divine and sinless nature under a 
human form. Bernard well expresses the point on 
which earlier teachers insisted: “He assumes the 
reality of human nature but the mere semblance of sin, 
in the one extending a precious consolation to the weak, 
and in the other wisely concealing a snare of deception 
for the devil.” Even Augustine maintains that Satan 
overstepped his rights in dealing with Christ as a sinner, 
and so forfeited his claim over his other prisoners, so far 
as they belong to Christ: justissime dimittere cogitur quem 
injustissime occidit.2 In the loss of his power over 
mankind, the devil was dealt with according to the lex 
talionts. 

The attraction of this theory for writers so numerous 
and so gifted shows that it satisfied a certain sense at 
once of justice and of fitness: it appeared just that some 
satisfaction should be paid to Satan for the loss of rights, 
however unjustly acquired; and there seemed to be a 
Divine fitness in the idea of deception practised on the 
deceiver. Certainly there is something deeper in these 
speculations than a mere “mythological” fancy. The 


leg. Greg. Naz. Orat. xly. 

2 in Cant. xx. 3. Op. Greg. Nyss. 2.c.; Amb. in Luc. iv. 1; Leo Mag. 
Serm. xxii, 3; Greg. Mag. in ev. Luc. i, hom. xvi. 2, xxv. 8. 

3 de Trin. xiii. 10. Cp. de lid. arb. iii. 10, 
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treatment, however, of the subject by Athanasius reaches 
a higher level than that attained by most of his suc- 
cessors, inasmuch as he throws Satan comparatively into 
the background by emphasising the idea of. death,’ 
and by giving prominence to the moral attributes of 
God—-His veracity and compassion. God had threat- 
ened death for man’s disobedience; and His love dis- 
covered a way by which He might at once save the 
race of men, and yet be true to His own righteous 
decree2 Further, Athanasius grasps in some measure 
the conception of the infinite worth of Christ’s Divine 
personality, as imparting merit and efficacy to His acts 
and sufferings,—a conception which is very prominent 
also in Cyril of Jerusalem, to whom the inestimable 
effects of the passion appear to result directly from the 
fact that the sufferings were those of God? The debt 
of man was by the death of God’s own Son more than 
paid. Athanasius, indeed, represents an advance of 
Christian thought, in that his theory of the Atonement 
is so intimately connected with a comprehensive view of 
the Incarnation and its necessary effects. Augustine, 
on the other hand, whose authority in the succeeding 
age gives him special importance, tends to fall back 
within the narrower lines drawn by Ireneus. He raises, 
but rapidly dismisses, the question how far the actual 
method of redemption was necessary; and he shows an 
inclination to limit the extent to which the benefits of 
redemption can be applied. The main importance of 
John Damascene is that he accepts the current belief 
in a victory over Satan by the wise and just method of 


1 de Incarn. ix. ete. 2 Ibid. xiii. 3 Op. Catech. xiii. 33. 

4 The same is true in a large degree of Gregory Nyssen. 

5 See c. Jul. op. imp. vi. 24. Leo, on the contrary, and Greg. Mag. 
enlarge the scope of the atoning work ; Leo, Hp. cxxxiv. 14; Greg. Mag. 
“Moral. xxxi. 49. 
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deception, but rejects the notion that the devil received 
a ransom-price. It is evident that the idea of the 
tyrannous dominion of Satan over man was deeply rooted 
in the theology of the East. 

iii. The theory which Anselm inherited is now suffi- 
ciently plain, namely, that of a quasi-legal transaction 
with Satan as a being possessed of independent rights 
in consequence of man’s sin; he also was familiar with 
the doctrine of satisfaction as represented in the 
Church’s penitential discipline. It. is possible that the 
system of penance colours Anselm’s view more decidedly 
than is generally supposed. What he himself brings ‘to 
the solution of the problem Cur Deus homo is a profound 
conception of sin, derived from Augustine, and a pro- 
portionate insight into the nature of Divine justice and 
the punishment of guilt. He begins by noticing some 
current criticisms of the doctrine of redemption, and 
definitely sets aside the esthetic idea of the Atonement 
as merely conveniens or pulehrum. He aims at showing 
its absolute necessity as being in the highest degree 
comformable to reason. He also rejects the notions that 
a mere man could redeem our race, or that any ransom 
was paid to the devil (i. 6,7). Once and for all this 
latter theory is discarded. Satan himself, being only 
a rebellious creature of God, could have no possible 
“rights” over the fellow-creatures whom he had seduced. 
The positive elements in Anselm’s theory will be best 
presented in a brief analysis of the book. j 

(a) The book opens with a consideration of some pos- 
sible objections to the Christian doctrine of redemption. 
Anselm insists that the humiliation of the incarnate Son 
involved no degradation of His Godhead ; nor was His 
death the unjust punishment of a sinless victim ; it was 
a free and spontaneous self-oblation (c. 8). 

de orth. fid. iti, 1, 27, 
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(6) The cause of Christ’s death is next investigated. 
Christ could not deserve to die, being sinless. His 
death was the simple consequence of persistent obedience 
to God’s will, He died libera voluntate; and God only 
willed His death in the sense either that He willed the 
obedience which inevitably led Him to death, or that 
He bestowed the goodwill which moved Christ to 
sacrifice Himself (ce. 9, 10). 

(c) Sin and its remission. If man is to attain his 
true end! there must be remission of sin; and sin is 
simply Deo non reddere debitum: Deum exhonorare. 
Further, sin demands satisfaction; and this can only 
take place if more is restored than was wrong- 
fully withdrawn or withheld from God by man. 
God demands compensation for the wrong done to 
Him (ce. 11). 

Sin is in fact lawlessness: the necessity for its 
punishment lies in the character of God as righteous 
judge. He cannot allow something unregulated (inordina- 
tum) to exist in the universe; nor can He forgive sin if 
it remains unatoned for, for this would be inconsistent 
with His justice: non decet Deum aliquid iyuste aut 
inordinate facere (c. 12). 

(2) The homage withdrawn by man (ablatus honor) 
must accordingly be restored by man (c. 13). Not indeed 
that God ever actually loses His honour; if it is not 
freely yielded by man, God “ gets Him honour” on man 
against his will. In any case the Divine will is done; 
for in trying to escape from the will that commands, 
the sinful creature falls under the will that punishes, nor 
can he ever withdraw himself from the will that permits. 
Every sin must be followed by satisfaction or penalty 

1 “Tt deo fruendo beatus sit.” See this point enlarged on in ee. 16-18, 


a passage which is introduced to show the true end of which man has 
fallen short. Cp. ii. 1 ff. 
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(ce. 14,15). Man must accordingly make satisfaction 
if he is to attain his true end (c. 19). How is the 
debt to be discharged? Man has nothing wherewith to 
pay—no overplus to meet his debt; for he owes all 
that he is, or has, already. His only possible satisfaction 
is to give back to God something greater than all that 
is not God (ce. 20, 21). Further, God’s honour requires 
that man should conquer Satan by refusing to sin; and 
this he is too infirm to do, because he is already infected 
with birth-sin (¢. 22), yet such yictory is absolutely 
necessary (c. 23). Neither the debt of man nor his penalty 
can be remitted. If God remits man’s debt, He only 
remits what man is too weak to pay; if He remits 
man’s penalty, He contradicts His own justice (c. 24). 
Accordingly man in his helpless condition must look 
for a Divine deliverer, Christ (c. 25). ' 

The ground having been thus cleared, Anselm pro- 
ceeds in part ii, to describe the actual method of 
redemption. 

(¢) The purpose of God for man can only be fulfilled if 
something be rendered to God greater than all that is ~ 
not God. But there is nothing such except God 
Himself. The satisfaction must be paid by Him, yet 
offered by man. Therefore God must needs be made 
man (ce. 1—6). 

Anselm at this point lays down some general con- 
ditions under which the Incarnation must be supposed 
to occur. The necessity of satisfaction excludes any 
mere conversion of Deity into manhood; any mixture or 
mere conjunction of natures (or persons). The same 
person must be at once both God and man, since God 
alone can pay the debt, and man alone owes it (en7): 
Accordingly the Son of God assumes human nature, 
taking it from the stock of Adam by the most fitting 
mode (te. the only one hitherto unemployed by God), 
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namely, birth of a Virgin (c. 8) The Son becomes 
incarnate, because it was against Him specially that 
Satan and man had sinned: both had claimed to be as 
gods, whereas He alone is the true image of God (c. 9). 

(/) How, then, does the Divine Son make satisfaction ? 

(1) He is sinless. He cannot sin, because He cannot 
will to sin: non potuit velle mentirr, potuit mentiri si vellet. 
‘Yet His sinless righteousness is not “necessary,” but free 
and meritorious (c. 10). , 

(2) He dies—but His death is not a debt due from 
Him to God; it is a free oblation—something over and 
above the debt of creaturely obedience which He owes 
to God (ce. 11). Thus the merit of Christ’s sacrifice 
immeasurably outweighs man’s sin. If to assail His life 
is the worst of sins, His life must be the most precious 
of all goods—more than sufficient to pay the debt of all 
mankind (c. 14), and to atone even for the sin of His 
murderers, which they committed ignorantly (¢. 15). 
The death of Christ was “necessary,” not in any external 
sense: necessity in God only means the immutability of 
His will (cc. 17, 18). Christ offers freely what He does 
not actually owe to God, namely His death. Therefore 
He may justly claim as a reward the salvation of His 
brethren. The sacrificed Christ is the Father’s gift to 
man. God says, Accipe Unigenitum et da pro te. The 
Son says, Tolle me et redime te (cc. 18-20).? 

Such is Anselm’s theory of the Atonement. It has 
been often criticised and from many points of view. 

The foundation of his theory is his conception of 
sin, which is too exclusively legal. Anselm is dominated 


1 Gp. ce. 16, in which Anselm answers the question, How can God bring a 
clean thing out of an unclean? Obs. in 12 and 13 some conditions of the 
incarnate life are mentioned, e.g. that Christ was never miserable, nor 
ever ignorant. 

- 2921 is a note explaining why the devil and his angels are not redeemable, 
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by the notion of sin as a debt; he is unduly influenced 
by a metaphor, just as his predecessors, since Leo, had 
been influenced by the associations connected with the 
word ransom. Sin is viewed by Anselm legally as a 
personal injury done to the Divine majesty ; God is, as 
it were, a powerful private person, demanding satisfaction 
for His outraged rights, rather than a gracious and holy 
being striving to undo the consequences of creaturely - 
self-assertion.' Nor is Anselm entirely consistent, for 
his theory of satisfaction or compensation implies that 
God and man stand on one level, as wrongdoer and 
injured party, whereas in i. 19 he insists that man is 
precluded from treating with God on equal terms.’ 
Again, Anselm’s theory seems to involve a severance 
between the justice and the goodness of God. His 
successors discerned this weak point in his system—the 
undue predominance which he assigns to justice demand- 
ing satisfaction, and his neglect of the element of 
redemptive compassion in God; nor does he entirely 
avoid the tendency to draw a distinction between the 
Father who claims satisfaction and the Son who offers 
it, thus imperilling to some extent the ethical unity of 
the Godhead in the work of redemption. Moreover, 
the significance of Christ’s self-oblation is distorted by 
a legal theory of merit; Christ’s transcendent act of 
self-devotion prevails, in Anselm’s view, to win the 
salvation of men as a reward—an idea which is not 
strictly in harmony with a rigidly consistent theory of 
satisfaction for sin. It has also been justly objected 
that Anselm’s conception of the Atonement lays too 


? Anselm’s idea of ‘‘justice” also is too strictly legal. See (e.g.) i. 23: 
“‘Nullatenus ergo debet aut potest accipere homo a Deo quod Deus illi 
dare proposuit, si non reddit Deo totum quod illi abstulit ; ut sicut per 
illum Deus perdidit, ita per illum Deus recuperet.” 

> “Non expedit homini ut agat cum Deo quemadmodum par cum pari.” 
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little stress on man’s part in the work of reconciliation. 
Anselm scarcely indicates the way in which the objective 
work of Atonement acts upon man, or enables him to 
fulfil the Divine requirement; he says nothing of Christ’s 
representative character, or of the need on man’s part 
of moral self-identification with the Redeemer’s work 
through penitence and faith. From the religious point 
of view in fact Anselm’s theology is somewhat defective, 
in so far as he overlooks the spiritual effects of the 
Divine work, and thinks more of the payment of man’s 
debt than of the forgiveness of his sin. There is 
finally some truth in the criticism of Petavius! that 
Anselm implicates God in an, absolute necessity, by 
maintaining that redemption could not have been 
accomplished in any other way; he virtually holds that 
whatever appears to human reason “suitable ” (conveniens) 
or “God-worthy” is morally necessary for God and 
absolutely determines His mode of action.” It seems 
to have been mainly on this ground that his theory 
found comparatively little favour with later scholastic 
writers, their characteristic tendency being to insist on 
_the absolute freedom as to choice of means involved in 
the Divine omnipotence.* 

On the other hand, in spite of some inconsistencies, 
Anselm’s answer to the question, C'wr Deus homo? repre- 
sents a true advance in Christian thought. For instance, 
he recognises that redemption is a deliverance from 
sin, whereas most of his predecessors regarded it mainly 
as liberation from the consequences of sin, — death, 
corruption, and Satanic tyranny. He also qualifies his 
somewhat juristic conception of God as the supreme 


1 de Incarn. ii. 18 and 14. 

2 Anselm, however, to some extent anticipates the criticism of Petavius ; 
see Cur Deus Homo? bk. ii. c. 5. 

3 Op. Aquin. Swmuma, iii. qu. 46, artt. 1 and 2, 
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personality by suggesting the ethical truth that the 
Divine will is synonymous with the eternal law of 
righteousness: Libertas enim non est nisi ad hoc quod 
expedit aut quod decet.1 God’s will is not arbitrary ; it 
is not the case that if He wills anything immoral it is 
thereby constituted good. Moreover, Anselm appears to 
grasp clearly the moral element in the Atonement, namely 
Christ’s freewill offering of spontaneous obedience, 
winning acceptance for man as rendered by man ;? the 
will of God perfectly embraced and fulfilled by man. 
And although Anselm says little in regard to the 
significance of Christ’s historic life and teaching, or of 
His work as founder of the Church, yet there can be no 
doubt that the figure of the God-man is the centre of his 
system ; Christ is very man, the actions of His humanity 
acquiring infinite value in virtue of the divinity of His 
person. In regard to the sufferings of the Cross, Anselm 
is far removed from the idea that Christ endured the 
torments of the lost. 

iv. Anselm’s work contained the earliest systematic 
theory of the Atonement. It was the first philosophical 
attempt to give scientific precision, and a basis of rational 
necessity, to the doctrine of vicarious satisfaction. Anselm 
believed that the Atonement was a mystery rooted in 
immanent attributes of the Divine nature; and in 
asserting the absolute claims of Divine justice, he aimed 
at imparting a necessary and metaphysical character to 
the doctrine. But his book provoked a reaction, of which 
Abelard is the representative; it was the starting-point 
of a new polemic. Abelard, whose character and temper 


Bk. i 12. Cp. the words which follow : ‘Quod autem dicitur, quia 
quod vult justum est, et quod non vult justum non est, non ita intelli- 
gendum est, ut, si Deus velit quodlibet inconveniens, justum sit quia 
ipse vult.” 

* Bk. i. 10. Anselm speaks of Christ’s submission as ‘ accept bone 
voluntatis spontanea et amata tenacitas.” See the whole chapter, 
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of mind presents a sharp contrast to that of Anselm, looks 
at the Atonement from an entirely different standpoint. 
He starts from the idea of the Divine benevolence, and 
the necessity of man’s reconciliation with God. He regards 
the death of Christ as a display of love intended to 
kindle the cold hearts of sinful men, to awaken in them 
contrition and gratitude, to bring them into the state 
of reconciliation with God. In fact, the redeeming 
element in the passion was the manifestation of Divine 
love eliciting the response of love on man’s part: 
Redemptio nostra est illa summa in nobis per passionem 
Christi dilectio*. This theory has undeniable merit in so 
far as it exalts the grace of God and recognises the 
subjective moral element in man’s redemption; but it 
betrays the absence of deep spiritual experience and a 
lack of insight into the true nature of sin. It starts not 
from the thought of God’s outraged holiness, but from 
that of His benevolence. God, according to Abelard, 
can freely pardon the sinner on his repentance, apart 
from satisfaction; redemption might have taken place 
by mere fiat; penitence is the only required condition 
. for acceptance with God. Consequently the only object 
of Christ’s sufferings is to produce sorrow—to make 
a certain moral impression on man’s heart. Abelard 
lays stress on the teaching and example of Jesus: “On 
this account the Divine wisdom became man, that we 
might be enlightened by His doctrine and life, by His 
sufferings and death, and by His glorification: since He 
taught us by His sufferings how much God loves us; by 
His resurrection He gives us the pledge of eternal life ; 
by His ascension to heaven He receives our souls to 
heaven.”2 Again, “Christ died for us in order to show 
how great was His love to mankind and to prove that 


1See Comm. in Ep. Rom. lib. ii. 
2 Theol. Christ, iv. (ap. Neander, Hist. of Christ. Dogmas, p. 519). 
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love is the essence of Christianity.”1 Abelard thus 
represents a type of thought entirely opposed to Anselm's. 
He only so far agrees with his opponent as to concur with 
him in denying the rights of Satan over man; Satan is 
merely a slave who has led astray his fellow-slave.” 

Peter Lombard in the main follows Abelard. He 
regards the Atonement as a supreme display of Divine 
love: “The death of Christ,’ he declares, “justifies us, 
in that by it love is kindled in our hearts”;* but he 
also recognises an objective necessity in Christ’s death, 
and seems to accept the older view of a fraud practised 
on the devil. Bernard takes a more evangelical view. 
Venerating as he does the opinions of the Fathers, he 
defends against Abelard, with something of passion, the 
current idea of Satan’s claims; he holds that Satan’s 
rights over man were “iniquitously acquired, but justly 
permitted.” He also repudiates the view that remis- 
sion of sins necessitated no objective satisfaction and 
depended merely on the exercise of God’s sovereign will. 
He clings to the Athanasian idea of a mystical connection 
between Christ and His members—the head and the 
body; and he also expresses nobly the moral element of 
propitiation in Christ’s sufferings, in the famous saying, 
Non mors Deo, sed voluntas placuit sponte morientis.' 
Bernard adheres in short to the traditional view, but 
accepts freely the moral aspect of the passion on which 
Anselm had insisted. Akin to him is Hugh of S. Victor, 


1 Sent. c. xxiii, 

2 Abelard says (ap. Bern. Hp. cxe., de error. Abael.): ‘‘Ut nobis videtur 
nec diabolus unquam jus aliquod in homine habuit, nisi forte Deo per- 
mittente sicut carcerarius; nec Filius Dei, ut hominem liberaret, carnem 
accepit.” 

3 Sent. iii, dist. 19. 

4See Ep. cxc. cc. 5-9; in Cant. serm. xxv. 9. Bernard speaks as 
if Abelard wished to limit the redemptive work of Christ simply to His 
doctrine and example. 
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who takes a mediating position between Anselm and 
Abelard, but holds fast to the notion of a legal transac- 
tion with Satan. 

v. Anselm then and Abelard represent two schools of 
thought, the one holding the atoning work of Christ to 
be objectively necessary, the other regarding it from the 
side of its subjective effect on man; the one tracing it 
to the necessities of Divine justice, the other regarding 
it as a free display of grace. A soméwhat similar 
divergence reappears in the treatment of the doctrine 
by Thomas Aquinast and Duns Scotus respectively. 
Thomas inclines to an objective and mystical view of the 
atoning work of Christ; Scotus lays stress on the 
arbitrary will of God. as the sole ground of its acceptance. 
A brief review of their teaching may be given in this 
place. Aquinas holds that the sufferings of Christ were 
“necessary ” in the sense that they were the means best 
suited to effect the Divine purpose (convenientissimum), 
in view of man’s need both of assistance and instruction.” 
He deals exhaustively with the subject of redemption, 
treating the sacrifice of Christ under four different aspects. 

(a) From the point of view of merit,> Christ by His 
atonement merited eternal salvation for all the members 
of His Body. This effect of His death corresponds to 
the mystical union which subsists between Him and the 
Church, of which He is the head. “He was glorified 
not only in Himself, but also in His faithful, as He 
Himself says (S. Jo. xvii.).” His merits redound to all 
those who are united to Himself. 

(b) Christ also makes satisfaction in that He offers to 


1 Aquinas is specially akin to Anselm in his view of sin ; Swmma, iii. 
1, art. 2, ad 2. See also iii. 47, artt. 2, 3, and 6. 

2 Suma, iii. 46, artt. 1-8. Notice in art. 4 the mystical view of the 
cross. 

3 iii, 48. 1. 


518 THE INCARNATION 


God something in which God takes a delight which out- 
weighs the hatred He feels towards man’s offence. The satis- 
faction is a superabundant one,—transcending what was 
necessary in the way of compensation for the wrong done. 
The value of the satisfaction depends partly on the supreme 
love displayed in Christ’s sufferings, partly on the dignity 
and worth of the life Iaid down, partly also on the com- 
prehensiveness (generalitas) and greatness of the sorrow 
endured. Further, in Him as the head of the mystical 
body all the members suffered, consequently satisfactio 
Christi ad omnes fideles pertinet, sicut ad membra sua." 

(c) The death of Christ was also a sacrifice, a self- 
oblation, an act of homage to God whereby He was 
pleased to be propitiated. The voluntariness of the 
suffering was a great element in its acceptableness.” And 
the perfection of the sacrifice consisted in its fulfilling 
every necessary condition: the body offered was that of 
man, it was capable of suffering death, it was sinless, it 
was the very flesh of the offerer. 

(¢) Once more, the passion of Christ was an act of 
redemption, releasing man from servitude to sin and from 
the penalty of guilt. The passion of Christ, being a 
sufficient and superabundant satisfaction for sin, was in 
effect a ransom-price (pretiwm quoddam) by which man 
was released from a twofold obligation—the service of 
his captor Satan, and the necessity of enduring the 
penalty of guilt. 

Duns Scotus made it his aim to rebut the view of 
Anselm and Thomas as to the infinite merit of Christ. 
This merit, Scotus maintains, belonged only to the 


tii, 48, 2) 

iii, 48. 3: ‘Hoo ipsum quod voluntarie passionem sustinuit Deo 
maxime acceptum fuit, utpote ex charitate maxima proveniens,” Aquinas 
expressly refers in this art. to Aug. de Trin. iv. 14. 

3 iii, 48. 4; 49. 1 and 2. 
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human nature and must accordingly be finite The 
worth of Christ’s sacrifice depends on the arbitrary value 
assigned to it by God, according to the maxim, tantum 
valet omne creatum oblatum pro quanto acceptat Deus illud.? 
It follows that a mere man might have made satisfaction 
for the sins of the human race, had God so willed ; 
indeed, with, the aid of Divine grace men might have 
made atonement for themselves. The actual redemptive 
work of Christ was only so far “necessary” as it was 
actually accepted by God. Redemption was not con- 
nected with Christ’s sufferings ex insito valore, but ex 
divina acceptilatione. The result of this view is to repre- 
sent the Incarnation as a thing almost unnecessary ; 
redemption might have been achieved, and sacramental 
grace bestowed, by other means, if God had chosen to 
use them. Scotus is akin to Abelard in seeming to 
make light both of sin and of the holiness of God ; He 
eliminates from the Atonement the element of moral 
necessity, and thereby cuts at the root of Anselm’s 
theory. 

It is unnecessary to describe the soteriology of the 
later mystics. They give up the effort to arrive at 
doctrinal precision and fall back on inward contempla- 
tion of Christ’s sufferings. Those of a pantheistic ten- 
dency maintained that Christ suffered only for Himself, 
or that all Christians, being members of Christ, partici- 
pate in His sufferings, thus annulling the objective value 
of the Atonement. 

II. Towards the close of the twelfth century the 
question was raised by Peter Lombard, what was the 


lin Sent. iii. dist. 19. For the same reason Scotus holds that sin 
cannot be an “‘ infinite” wrong done to God. 

2 im Sent. iii. dist. 20. Op. Loofs, Dogm. § 67. 1, 2. 

3 Dorner, div. ii. vol. i. p. 353. The Pelagianising tendency of Scotus 
- drew a protest from Bradwardine (see above, p. 499, note 1). 
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actual effect of the Incarnation on the Deity of the Son. 
He boldly gave an answer which was denounced by his 
contemporaries as “nihilianism.” He argued that no 
change can take place in the nature of Deity. Con- 
sequently in the Incarnation Deus non factus est aliquid ; 
the Son of God became “nothing which He was not 
before”; the Incarnation was not the assumption of any 
real nature, for the human nature of Christ, being 
without personality, was not a real or substantial thing ; 
it was merely apparitional. In taking this position 
Peter Lombard wished to exclude the current idea 1 that 
the personality of the Word became composite after the 
union. He regarded the effect of the union as a mere 
clothing of the Word with a bodily form or vesture 
(indumentum) under which He might manifest Himself 
in a way suited to the capacities and condition of men. 
God, in a word, became clothed with manhood; He 
became man secundum habitum2 or in >the way of 
possession, and the Incarnation might accordingly be 
looked upon as a kind of theophany., It followed that 
.Peter minimised the mediatorial significance of Christ’s 
humanity; he also rejected the ancient idea of man’s 
participation in the Divine nature. N ihilianism, in fact, 
is a reappearance of the Antiochene tendency to regard 
Christ as the mere organ or temple of God, with the 
exception that while the Antiochenes maintained a dual 
personality, the Lombard reached his conclusion as the 
logical consequence of the Alexandrine view that the 
human nature was an accident or non-essential element 
in the person of the Word. Doubtless, his motive was 
a desire to guard the. inalterability of the Divine sub- 


Op. Aquin. Swmma, iii, 2, art. 4. 

* Dorner, div. ii. vol. i. p- 815, The expression ‘denotes something 
that is superadded to another, that pertains to it accidentally, so that 
that to which it is added might exist without it.” 
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stance; and it is a question whether he really intended 
to go beyond the maxim of Cyril that the Word after 
the Incarnation “remained what He ever was ” (ueuévneev 
ovep 7v).1 Further, the object of the Antiochenes was 
to vindicate the completeness of Christ’s human nature; 
the Lombard’s intention appears to be that of interes 
the logical consequences from his conception of the 
Divine nature. His view illustrates the general ten- 
dency of the later Greek theology, which he generally 
follows, to assign an excessive predominance to the 
Deity in Christ; a tendency resulting from an a priori 
method of ae in regard to the Incarnation, draw- 
ing conclusions not from the picture in the Gospels, but 
from the probable conditions under which an incarnation 
of Deity may be supposed to have occurred. The views 
of Peter Lombard were vehemently contested by John of 
Cornwall (circa 1175)? and Walter of S. Victor, and the 
proposition Deus non factus est aliquid secundum quod. est 
homo was examined and condemned by a synod of Tours 
(1163), and again in the Lateran synod of 1179. The same 
habit of thought had already been displayed by Abelard, 
‘who also conceived the Incarnation as a theophany, in- 
tended for the instruction of mankind, a self-exhibition, so 
to speak, of the Divine wisdom, in order to save men by 
doctrine and example. Abelard, however, started from 
a conception of God more akin to Sabellianism? than 
that of Peter Lombard. 

III. The inquiry whether the Incarnation was indepen- 
dent of man’s Fall and formed an element in the original 
creative purpose of God, seems to have been prompted, 
to some extent at least, by the historical conditions of 
the twelfth century, the wide diffusion of Christianity, 


1 See Sent. lib. iti. dist. 5-7. 
2 Cp. Gore, Dissertations, p. 176 note. 
8 See Dorner, div. ii. vol. i. pp. 320, 321. 
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and the enlarged knowledge of the material universe 
which was being acquired through the researches of the 
now active scientific faculty. It was moreover a period 
in which the traditional theology of the Church was 
practically fixed, and independent thought could only 
venture to move freely in regions of speculation hitherto 
unexplored. Already in the ninth century Scotus 
Erigena had taught that by the Incarnation Deity had 
come into contact and relation with the entire universe 
of material things, the whole creation being destined to 
participate in man’s redemption; and this thought may 
be traced even in the earlier Fathers, especially Irenzeus 
and Athanasius; but they do not ever appear to dis- 
sociate the Incarnation from the Fall, the renewal and 
perfection of the universe from the redemptive purpose 
concerning man. It was only at a much later stage in 
the history of doctrine that an idea, ultimately suggested 
by expressions in the New Testament itself, became a 
subject of systematic discussion. From the beginning 
of the thirteenth century onwards the question Utrum 
Christus venisset si Adam non peccasset became a topic of 
debate in the schools. 

The traditional view that the Incarnation was de- 
pendent on the Fall could claim for itself the authority 
of Athanasius and Augustine; and during the scholastic 
age it received the decided adhesion of the mystical 
theologians of S. Victor. Richard of S. Victor, for 
example, dwells on the Incarnation mainly as a display 
of Divine pity, and as an event ardently longed for by a 
burdened world;? and he goes so far as to exult in 


? Bp. Westcott’s essay on The Gospel of Creation will be known to most 
readers. My debt to it will be obvious in what follows, See also Hagen- 
bach, Hist. of Doctrines, § 182. 

* de Incarn. Verbi, viii.: “Ecce venit desideratus cunctis gentibus ; non 
dicit desiderandus, sed desideratus, ut intelligas in omni gente aliquos 
aliquando in eius desiderio flagrasse. . . . Erat igitur eius adventus a 
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the consequences of the Fall. O felix culpa, que talem 
ae tantum merut habere redemptorem !+ In the same way 
Hugh regards “deliverance” as the sole object of the 
Incarnation ;* it was a redemptive act—the first stage 
in the victory of wisdom and strength over deceit and 
cunning. The deeper view, that the Incarnation was an 
event predestined apart from the Fall was apparently 
first maintained by Rupert, abbot of Deutz (d. 1135). 
He was deeply imbued with the idea of the dignity of 
Christ’s manhood, as an end in itself, an end predestined 
to be the climax of creation—that towards which the 
upward movement of the universe tended as its goal. 
He argues, chiefly on the basis of such passages as Heb. 
i. 10, that since the whole universe of things was created 
for the sake of the one man Jesus Christ, it was part of 
God’s original purpose that His Son should as man 
appear among men, king in His own nation, lord in 
in His own house.* Sin in no way interfered with the 
Divine purpose of love, according to which the Son of 
God was destined to wear a human form and to take 
His delight with the sons of men—nay, where sin abounded 
grace did much more abound; the Fall did but redound 
to the greater glory of Christ. Though the conditions 
under which the Incarnation took place were modified 
by sin, the fact itself was predetermined apart from sin; 
sin has been overruled to enhance the glory of the 
exalted Redeemer. The same view was adopted by 
Alexander of Hales (d. 1245) on the general ground that 


multis gentilium precognitus et ardenter desideratus.” Op. de Emman. 
i, 11 (on the Divine pity and readiness to help and redeem). 

1 Quoted from the missal in de Incarn. Verdi, l.c. 2 de Sacr. ii. 2. 

3 Obs. that in this text Rupert reads conswmmari for consummare, thus 
referring ewm propter quem omnia et per quem oma to Christ. 

4 de glorif. Trin. iii. 20: ‘‘Rectius dicitur quia non homo propter 
angelos, imo propter hominem quendam angeli quoque facti sunt et cetera 
omnia.” Cp, iv. 2. 
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it is of the essence of the chief good to diffuse or com- 
municate itself." Albertus Magnus inclines, with some 
hesitation, to the same view, but gives no definite 
opinion; and Duns Scotus agrees with Rupert; he shrinks 
from the idea that the Incarnation, the highest work of 
God, is merely contingent (occasionatum); it must have 
been a final aim of creative wisdom to exhibit the per- 
fection of humanity in Christ—an end willed by God 
previous to His foreknowledge of human sin.2 At a later 
period Wessel (d. 1489), reasoning on the basis of scrip- 
tural statements, regards the incarnate Christ as the 
predestined object of God’s love; he cannot conceive of 
the introduction of God’s “noblest creature” into the 
world as an event merely contingent. The community 
of the blessed must from the first have been destined 
to rejoice in its true head; “the Lamb has the promise 
from the Father that men should be given Him at His 
request for His inheritance.” ® 

On the other hand Aquinas, after weighing the considera- 
tions on either side, decides on the ground of scriptural 
statements that Christ would not have become man, but 
for the Fall. He allows indeed that “it is of the essence 
of the chief good to communicate itself,’ and the self- 
communication of God to His creatures could only be 
fulfilled swmmo modo by an incarnation. Further, he 
recognises that the Incarnation was an exaltation of 
human nature and a consummation of the universe. 
But he finally adheres to the opinion that since Scripture 
everywhere describes the Incarnation as a remedy for 
human sin, “it is more fittingly said” that it was con- 


* “Si ergo eius debet esse summa diffusio quia est sammum bonum, con- 
venientius est quod se diffundat in creaturam. Sed hee diffusio non 
potest intelligi summa nisi ipse uniatur creature ; ergo convenit quod Deus 
uniatur creature et maxime humane.” Swmma theol. pars iii, qu. 2. 18. 

2 Sent. iii, dist. 7, qu. 8, ete. 

3 Quoted by Westcott from de causis Incarm c, xv. 
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tingent on the Fall;! “although,” he adds, “the power 
of God is not limited to this consequence, seeing that 
God might have become incarnate, even if sin were 
non-existent.” Practically he seems to agree with the 
Victorines that there is no reason why human nature 
should not have been more highly exalted in consequence 
of sin than apart from it: Deus enim permittit mala fieri, 
ut inde aliquid melius eliciat. 

There is a multitude of considerations which may well 
incline us to favour the view of the Incarnation held by 
Rupert and his successors. In modern times we have be- 
come accustomed to a teleological view of the universe; we 
are familiar with the idea of the ascent of man. Ancient 
writers, on the other hand, reasoning backwards from the 
Incarnation, looked for indications of man’s final destiny 
in the history of God’s dealings with our race. To 
Irenzus, for example, the phenomenon of Hebrew prophecy 
appeared to point to an intimate relationship between 
man and God—a state of fellowship and moral likeness ; 
a state in which man should bear, or be possessed by, the 
Spirit of God. Either line of thought justifies the infer- 
ence that the Incarnation was a result originally aimed 
at in fundamental tendencies of man’s being; an event 
which was destined completely to fulfil the Divine idea 
and intention concerning man’s nature. Without the 
Incarnation it is impossible to conceive how the human 
race could have arrived at the creaturely perfection for 
which it was manifestly intended; while, on the other 
hand, the contemplation of the Divine love, and of its 
essential impulse towards complete union with its object, 


1 Summa, iii. 1, artt. 1-3. Bonaventura displays the same hesitation 
as Aquinas, but finally comes to a similar conclusion. The view of Rupert 
was not without supporters in the Lutheran Church; e.g. Melancthon 
(see Dorner, div. ii. vol. i. note 61) and Osiander. Westcott collects the 
opinions of other writers also. 
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makes it difficult to suppose that God would have with- 
held from man His highest gift, but for the contingency 
of sin. We are accustomed to speak of the Incarnation 
exclusively as an act of self-humiliation, which indeed it 
could not fail to be under the actual circumstances of a 
fallen world. From another point of view, however, 
that act is necessarily glorious which affords a supreme 
display of the Divine nature, character, and purpose. 
When we contemplate the perfect humanity of Jesus 
Christ as the archetype of manhood, — revealing its 
essential affinity to the Divine nature and its capacity 
for union with God,—we may conclude that the event 
which crowns and consummates God’s purpose for man, 
is also a revelation of the Father of glory, which was 
predestined from the first. We behold in the Incarna- 
tion not only the work of infinite wisdom and love, but 
that which is wider than both: we behold the glory of — 
God in the face of Jesus Christ. 

It is in accordance with this view that Ireneus, speak- 
ing of humanity as an end which God set before Himself, 
says that while man is the “receptacle” of Divine gifts, 
man himself is the glory of God: Gloria Dei vivens homo? 

IV. The last point to be considered in connection with 
the scholastic Christology is the doctrine of the Re- 
deemer’s human nature and the effects upon it of its 
union with Deity. The treatment of this subject was of 
course largely determined by the general type of Christo- 
logy which had been transmitted to the scholastic age by 
the theologians of the East ; in its mystical elements, its 
monophysitic tendency, and its deference to the Areopagite, 
the theology of Thomas Aquinas is typical as illustrating 
the powerful and enduring influence of Neoplatonism upon 
the higher thought of the Church. The root of his system 


12 Cor. iv. 6. 
*Cp. Mason, Faith of the Gospel, chap. vi. § 2. 
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is in fact Areopagite Platonism of the type which moulded 
the Christology of John Damascene and Erigena. In 
his general point of view concerning our Lord’s humanity, 
he follows Peter Lombard; Christ as man, in relation to 
the Church, is to be regarded as the recipient of grace; 
His humanity possesses, in virtue of its union with Deity, 
the fulness of Divine attributes. 

1. As to the general conditions of the Unio hypo- 
statica, Thomas adheres to the received theology. He 
teaches, for instance, that the person of the Word became 
composite after the union, in consequence of the two 
modes under which it subsisted ; he holds that the union 
“hindered” the manhood from arriving at personality, 
and that the Son of God assumed the flesh mediante 
anima. He also recognises the “fitness” of the Divine 
method whereby the Word, who had framed all things, 
became the restorer of a ruined universe. 

2. In quest. 7 Thomas passes immediately to his 
main thesis,—the effects of the union on Christ as the 
recipient of grace. This grace is twofold,—gratia unionis, 
that special and personal self-bestowal of the Word, 
vouchsafed to Christ’s manhood in virtue of its assump- 
tion by Deity; gratia habitualis, the grace of sanctification 
which was vouchsafed to Christ as man, sustaining the 
manhood in its high relationship to God. The main 


1 Summa, iii. 2. 4. .  *jii, 4, 2 (quoted above, p. 62). 

3 iii, 6.1: ‘‘Siattendamus gradum dignitatis, anima media invenitur 
inter Deum et carnem: et secundum hoc potest dici quod Filius Dei 
univit sibi carnem mediante anima.’”’ Aquinas rejects the phrase which had 
been largely the occasion of the Adoptianist heresy, hominem asswmpsit 
(iii. 4. 3). 

ATW Sy cs 

5 iii, 6.6; 7.11. Obs, Aquinas speaks of the union as ‘‘ relatio quedam 
inter divyinam naturam et humanam” (iii, 2.7; 16. 6). In iii, 16 he 
allows the statements ‘‘God is man” and ‘‘man is God”; but denies 
that Christ can be properly ‘‘homo dominicus,” an expression which 
Augustine had used, but afterwards retracted (see art. 3), 
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subject. of the seventh and following questions is the 
nature and conditions of this habitual grace, in relation 
both to Christ’s human perfection and to His office as ~ 
head of the Church; for the “habitual grace” resulting 
from the union must necessarily overflow to the members — 
of His body (S. John i. 16).* 

The totality then of grace and virtue is ascribed to 
Christ as man; but with limitations. He who ever en- 
joyed the vision of God cannot be thought to have 
possessed the grace of faith or of hope;? but as man 
He must needs experience the feeling of holy fear in 
greater degree than His brethren.? The absence in Him 
of faith and hope, and the presence of fear, corresponds 
to His twofold experience, as at once comprehensor and 
viator ;* at once blessed with the Divine vision, yet 
walking with men in the way of earthly life. A further 
consequence of the union necessarily follows, namely, that 
no advance in virtue was possible for Christ. He only 
“advanced in wisdom and grace, as in age, because in 
proportion to His growth in years He wrought more 
perfect works, in order to show Himself to be true 
man.”° This position is, in effect, a return to the 
Cyrilline theory of our Lord’s growth in human perfec- 
tion, as merely “ exhibitive,” not real. 

3. Before touching upon other points connected with 
Christ’s Divine endowment as man, Aquinas briefly deals 
with His relation to the Church as the source of grace. 
In three respects He is “ head” of the Church,—secundum 
ordinem, perfectionem, virtutem influendi gratiam. In 
a a of rank, Christ stands nearer to God than His 
brethren; in respect of perfection, He transcends them 
by His possession of the plenitude of all eraces ; in 

Pts ig tl iii, 7. 8 and 4, 
3 iii. 7. 6, specially alluding to Isai. xi. 8 and Heh.y. 7. 
SIU, moo ulloand Os Bah a US 
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respect of power, He alone can infuse His own habitual 
grace into His members: of His fulness have all we 
received (S. Jo. i. 16).1 We have already noticed the 
postulate which underlies this doctrine of infusion, 
namely, that Christ and His members are so united as 
to form mystically wna persona.? 

4. The difficult subject of Christ’s human knowledge 
is approached in quest. 9. As man, Christ possessed a 
knowledge distinct from that which was: His as Son of 
God. His human knowledge was twofold: infusa scientia 
and scientia acqusita; the infusa scientia was however, 
though perfect in its kind, subject to creaturely limita- 
tions; it could not therefore comprehend the Divine 
essence, but only what actually is, has been, or will be, 
in the universe ;* the scientia acquisita was that ex- 
perimental knowledge which Christ, as man, arrived at 
by use of His reasoning faculties. Only by the scientia 
beata, which is proper to His higher nature, did Christ 
comprehend the essence of Deity.5 
' Was then the soul of Christ omniscient in virtue of 
the union? Aquinas replies that the soul of Christ 
_ knows all actual effects, past, present, or to come; for all 
things are subject to Him, even as man. But He does 
not know all things which are im potentia, nunguam 
reducenda vel reducta in actum. In a word, He knows 
all that God actually brings, or purposes to bring, 
into existence; He does not, as man, know all that is 
possible for Divine power to effect.© In virtue then of 
the scientia beata the Son of God knows all things, even 
the Divine essence. In virtue of scientia infusa He 
knows intuitively all that can be known by men (que- 


liji, 8. 1 and 5. On the connection between Aquinas and Peter 
Lombard, see Dorner, div, ii. vol. i. pp. 355 ff. 

Sati LOA i. 9. 85 10) 1, Sry OVS 

5 iii, 9. 4 resp. StL Os ae 
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cunque pertinent ad scientias hwmanas), and all that by 
revelation is actually made known to them;* conse- 
quently there was no room in the soul of Christ for © 
hesitancy in regard to any actual choice of means? In 
virtue of scientia acquisita He knew all that can be known 
through the action of intellectual faculties? He “ad- 
vanced ” in knowledge, not in the sense that His capacity 
for acquiring it increased, but only in the sense that, in 
proportion to His growth, “He wrought works which 
displayed greater wisdom and grace.” * 

It is worth while to notice in connection with this 
mysterious subject the position of some writers of the 
mystical school. There seems to have been a divergence 
of view between Richard and Hugh of S. Victor. Richard 
was by no means satisfied with the “ exhibitive ” theory 
of Cyril. Christ, he says, advanced in knowledge. 
“When the evangelist expressly asserts this, who can 
dare to deny it?” He concludes that there must have 
been real advance in experimental knowledge.5 Hugh 
frankly adhered to the “exhibitive” theory ; Christ is 
said to have “ advanced” guia hominibus quam ipse habebat 
(sed latebat) sapientiam et gratiam, prout ratio temporum 
postulabat, magis semper ac magis aperuit.. The human 
soul of Christ was omniscient; He was not however as 
man, very Wisdom itself. He comprehended all things non 
im equalitate nature, sed plenitudine gratice et unitatis.” 

5. Aquinas denies that our Lord’s human soul was 
omnipotent, for omnipotence is inconsistent with the 


Sabely abi he il, 2 Till, oad te 
eritig donate Sti. 12, 2: 
°de Emman. lib. ii, 16: “Ab ipso itaque incarnationis exordio 


experiendo didicit et per experientiam scivit,” ete. 

°de Sacr. lib. ii, 6. Hugh also says Christ ‘‘learned” in the sense 
that ‘‘quod in excellentia Deitatis expertus non fuit, per inferiorem 
haturam in usum assumpsit.” 

7 de sap. an. Christi. 
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condition of a creature; it could only control material 
things as the instrument of the Deity. Thus the soul of 
Christ roused the body from the sleep of death, not by 
its inherent powers, but secundum quod erat instrumentum 
divinitatis.. Further, the soul of Christ was subject to 
sinless human affections, sorrow, sadness, fear, wonder, 
anger; but in Him natural passions neque ad dlicita 
ferebantur, neque rationis judicium preevemebant, sed secun- 
dum illud oriebantur, neque rationem ullo modo impediebant. 
In relation to Christ’s human will, Aquinas closely follows 
John Damascene in ascribing ultimate causality to the 
Divine nature. “The operation which belongs to Christ’s 
human nature,” he declares, “in so far as it is the instru- 
ment of the Deity, is not other than the operation of His 
Deity.”? The human will is in fact twofold: voluntas 
naturalis (Oédnos) and voluntas rationalis (Bovdno«8). 
There is the natural or sensuous will which, in accord- 
ance with the laws of human nature, desires differently 
from the Divine will, ie it is directed to different 
objects ; but divergence of this necessary kind does not 
imply contrariety. The natural or sensuous will was, so 
to speak, ever allowed to act according to its true law by 
the rational will and by the will of the Deity; it was 
acting according to its true nature; and consequently 
there was no contrariety of wills in Christ. But in the 
last resort the Divine will must be regarded as using 
the operation of the human will instrumentally.’ 

The most distinctive points of the Christology of 


liii. 12, 1 and 4, 2 iii, 15. 4 ff atts iI ale 

4 iii.18.6 resp. ‘‘ Placebat enim Christo secundum divinam voluntatem 
et etiam secundum voluntatem rationis, ut voluntas naturalis in ipso et 
voluntas sensualitatis secundum ordinem sue nature moverentur. Unde 
patet quod in Christo nulla fuit repugnantia vel contrarietas voluntatum.” 

5 iii. 19. 1 resp. In 21. 3 Aquinas says that the prayers of Christ, as 
expressing deliberate voluntatis affectum, were always heard, for they 
were the utterance of a will always conformed to the will of God, 
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Thomas have now been stated. It remains however to 
notice his somewhat peculiar view of the mediatorial 
office of our Lord. As God, Christ was not mediator, — 
but only as man: for as man He stood, as it were, in a 
position equidistant between the two extremes that were 
to be united; “as man, He is distinct from God in 
nature, and from men in excellence of grace and glory ; 
as man, also, it befits Him to unite men to God, by 
imparting to men the Divine precepts and gifts, and 
by making satisfaction and intercession to God on their 
behalf.”1 This conception of Christ’s mediation is in 
accord with Aquinas’ general point of view of the human- 
ity as the recipient of grace. 

Duns Scotus, starting from the idea of the omni- 
potence of the Divine will and the predestination of 
Christ’s humanity to a dignity which it only possessed 
by a fiat of Divine good pleasure, yet seems to assign 
greater ethical significance to Christ’s manhood. The 
soul of Christ possessed not merely a finite, but an 
infinite capacity for the grace of God. In the incarnate 
state the Word practised a kind of restraint in order 
that the human nature might freely determine itself to 
conformity with the Divine purpose, might really suffer 
and act in accordance with its true law. There was in 
Christ something that needed development ; something 
that could co-operate with God, as it were, towards the 
attainment of the true end of man, ie. his possession or 
penetration by God. Scotus accordingly had no interest 
in denying the limitation of Christ's knowledge and 
power of volition. The two wills, he thought, were so 
conjoined in Christ’s person that while the Divine will 
was the determining element, the human was so deter- 
mined by God as to also determine uself in the direction 
of increasing susceptibility to the will and purposes of 

Vili, 26. 2. 
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God! Scotus seems to have believed that the impulse 
to self-determination of this kind was derived by Christ 
from His mother, the virtue of her obedience being as it 
were transmitted to Him. The whole theory of Scotus, 
though coloured by his Pelagian bias, is valuable and 
suggestive as an attempt to vindicate the relative inde- 
pendence of the manhood in Christ. “To the idea of 
an exaltation of human nature by grace,” says Dorner, 
“Scotus objects ; the supernatural, on the contrary, he 
regards as the complement of human nature itself; and 
whereas Thomas thought to do honour to grace by 
putting in the place of the old something absolutely 
new, which altogether transcends the limits of human 
nature ; and further, was unable -to conceive of man’s 
receptive capacity as other than limited .. . Duns 
Scotus, on the contrary, lays down the principle that 
God can only enter into the higher beings in virtue of 
a capacity in them for receiving the Divine. Nay more, 
the reception of grace is, in his view, at the same time a 
‘development of human capacities; the nature of man 
being, in its final roots, supernatural, and his destination 
God. He further teaches that the vitality or activity of 
this capacity must bear proportion to the grace which 
is to be received. In short, since we are intended to 
receive God, the Infinite, the soul must possess an 
infinite capacity; although this infinite capacity can 
only be developed gradually and co-operate towards the 
impletion of itself with God.” * 
1 Dorner, diy, ii. vol. i. p. 345. 


2 Person of Christ, div. ii. vol. i. p. 348 Cp, the maxim Gratia 
naturam non tollit sed perjicit. 
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§ I. Tue REFORMATION; THE INFLUENCE OF LUTHER 


The following brief survey of the Christological con- 
troversies of the Reformation period is merely intended 
to serve as an introduction to the study of Hooker's 
careful statement of the doctrine of the Incarnation in 
the fifth book of his Eeclesiastical Polity. 

It must be observed at the outset that the reformers 
did not apparently make it their main object to system- 
‘atise Christian doctrine; their efforts were prompted 
by the practical desire to return to the principles of 
primitive Christianity. In many respects the Reforma- 
tion may be called an “old catholic” movement; but 
its religious centre and core was the endeavour to restore 
to its rightful position in Christian practice and thought 
the system of S. Paul; it was in a real sense a restora- 
tion of Pauline Christianity. “The living faith in God, 
who for Christ’s sake and in Christ proclaims to the 
guilty and despairing soul Salus twa Hyo sum; the sure 
‘confidence that God is a being on whom one may rely,— 
this was Luther’s message to Christendom.” Luther did 
indeed restore to Christendom the sovereign significance 
of the historical person of Christ, obscured as it actually 
was in the popular mind by an immense formal system 
of mediation. He recalled men’s minds from a false to 
a true conception of faith; from blind and mechanical 
reliance on a complex system to simple trust in a living 
person, the Divine Christ. Through this faith in 
redemption Luther “rose above the dualism which had 
held sway during the Middle Ages; and the deathblow 
was thus given to the alternation between a physical and 
magical view of grace on the one hand and a Pelagian 
subjectivity on the other.”* He revived in men’s hearts 
the consciousness of their personal relation to Christ, not 


1 Harnack, Grundriss der Dogm. § 78. 2 Dorner, diy. ii, vol. ii. p. 58. 
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only as Judge but as Saviour. He himself did not deny 
the greatness of his debt to the nobler mysticism of 
the preceding age; but his work was to translate his 
own experiences into popular language—to put within 
the reach of the multitude of Christian people the idea 
of living faith as a personal possession and treasure, 
bringing the soul into direct contact with the Redeemer. 

The Reformation then grew out of the profound 
consciousness in a few powerful minds of the wide- 
spread spiritual needs of the time, and of the failure of 
the Church system, as it actually existed under men’s 
eyes, to satisfy these needs. But before long each great 
section into which Christendom became divided was 
compelled to define its position and relation to other 
bodies; controversies necessarily arose which led to the 
formulation of doctrine and to systematic statements on 
the various points in dispute. Even in the Lutheran 
Church, which may be said to have originated in a 
conscious revolt against scholasticism, the scholastic and 
mystical tendencies presently reappeared. Accordingly 
a large mass of symbolic writings and confessions soon 
became current; and even the Roman Church, con- 
fronted by the new Protestantism, was forced to 
examine, and so far as was necessary restate, her 
principles in opposition to the demands of .the Re- 
formers. On the other hand, the dogmatic rigorism 
of the Protestant Churches led to the organisation of 
numerous types of opinion outside their pale, and these 
practically defied all attempts at comprehension. In 

? The Council of Trent lasted from 1545 to 1563. After the Council 
various Jesuit writers made the defence of the Tridentine theology the 
work of their lives, e.g. R. Bellarmine (d. 1621), considered to be the best 
controversial writer of his age, Dion. Petavius (d. 1652), J. Maldonatus 
(d. 1583), F. Suarez (d. 1617). Jansenism was an Augustinian move- 


ment within the Roman Church. Mysticism had its representatives in 
C. Borromeo (d. 1584), F. de Sales (d. 1622), Mich, Molinos (d: 1696). 
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regard however to Christology there was a general 
agreement among all the larger sections of the Church, 
and accordingly even the great antithesis between 
Romanism and Protestantism is relatively unimportant 
for our present purpose. Speaking broadly, the doctrine 
of the Trinity, and that of the two natures in Christ, 
remained unaffected by the fierce conflicts of opinion on 
minor points. Rome in her practical system, and the 
Reformed Churches with conscious dependence on 
Scripture, adhered to the received doctrine of the 
Incarnation. But very early in the history of the 
Reformation certain types of error appeared which ques- 
tioned this fundamental truth. . These it may be well to 
investigate first. 

1. The name of Michael Servetus (d. 1553) is 
unhappily notorious as one of the many victims of the 
spirit of persecution which in the sixteenth century 
possessed Romanists and Protestants alike. There can 
be little doubt that leaders of opinion on both sides were 
equally alarmed at the evident reaction against Trinitarian 
doctrine which set in simultaneously with the liberation 
of intellect from the authority of the mediseval Church. 
Anti-Trinitarian thinkers appeared on the scene—men 
who, regarding the Reformation on its intellectual side 
as a movement of enfranchisement from old superstitions, 
displayed a rationalistic tendency to revise not merely the 
system of the Church but its fundamental dogmas also. 
This mode of thought assumed different shapes: it 
appeared in the false spiritualism of the Anabaptists, 
in the pantheistic Sabellianism of Servetus, and in the 
formal unitarianism of Socinus. But common to each of 
these systems was antagonism to the traditional belief of 
Christendom in regard to the person of Christ. Servetus 
however may be mentioned as the first systematic 
thinker who formulated an anti-Trinitarian Christology. 
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His doctrine was in some respects akin to that of 
Sabellius; but he distinguished, somewhat after the 
manner of Marcellus, between the Logos and the Son > 
of God who appeared in time. Starting from the 
historic figure of Christ the Son of God, Servetus held 
that He was a man supernaturally born, and allowed that 
He might be called Verbum or Vox Dei, not in the sense 
that He possessed a duality of natures, but merely that 
in Him the mind of God was revealed, the message of 
God uttered, the knowledge of God imparted. The 
“Word of God” is not a distinct person in the Godhead. 
“The Word” is an abstract phrase denoting the Divine 
self-revelation in the world, the “ utterance” of God; God 
bringing Himself within the reach of man’s faculties. 
Further, Servetus distinguishes between the Word and the 
Spirit of God; the Word is the self-manifestation of the 
Divine essence to the world; the Spirit is the self-com- 
munication of that essence to human spirits. Both 
movements in God are simultaneous: prodebat cum 
sermone spuritus, Deus loquendo spirabat; but in the 
abstract they can be considered as distinct.1 Both are 
only aspects or modes of Divine activity.2 Since then 
God communicates Himself through and in Christ, Christ 
is a mode of the Divine essence, revealing itself to finite 
spirits human and angelic. Accordingly no interval is 
to be supposed between the “generation of the Son” 
and the human birth of Christ; the generatio carnis and 
the prolatio verbi are two names for one and the same 
fact. The inner thought of God, the idea of the universe, 
became manifest at the Incarnation; then first did it 


1 Neander, Hist. of Christ. Dogmas, ii. p. 648. 

*«*Tres sunt, non aliqua rerum in Deo distinctione, sed per Dei 
olxovoulay variis Deitatis formis ; nam eadem Divinitas que est in Patre 
communicatur filio Jesu Christo et spiritui nostro, qui est templum Dei 
viventis ” (ap. Hagenbach, Hist. of Doctrines, § 262, note 2). **Sermonis 
et Spiritus erat eadem substantia sed modus diversus” (Neander, p, 649). 
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attain actuality. For the eternal idea of the universe 
included the archetypal manhood of Jesus Christ; the 
Word attained to personal subsistence in Him. 

This conception of Christ need not detain us. It is 
not indeed without an element of grandeur; for the 
human Christ is none other than the manifested sub- 
stance of God, “whose nature it is to tend towards a 
limited organised existence as towards a fuller reality.” * 
But ultimately the Christological idea of Servetus is non- 
ethical and even pantheistic. The world is merely the 
self-realisatiun of God’s thought, and there is nothing to 
differentiate the mode of the Divine presence in Christ 
from its mode in every human soul. The spirit of man 
is the temple of God.” Nay, all things are ex substantia 
Dei, and Christ differs from other creatures merely in 
the accident of His supernatural birth and His sinless 
character. It is enough to observe that some elements 
in the system are akin to Neoplatonism; and its 
tendency is towards the denial of distinct personality 
even in the Godhead, of which the Word and Spirit are 
the self-manifestation. 

2. We also meet with indications of a return to 
a kind of Arian subordinatianism among some of 
those who rejected the doctrine of the Church—a 
conception of Christ as the minister and messenger 
of the Father; but in Socinianism we find a definite 
return to the old unitarianism of the Nazarenes, Christ 
being regarded as an inspired or deified man, and 
the Holy Ghost merely a Divine energy or operation. 
Lelius Socinus (d. 1562) was a priest of Siena, 


1 Dorner, div. ii. vol. ii, p. 165. 

2 «Sunt enim Filius et sanctificatus spiritus noster consortes substanti 
Patris, membra, pignora, et instrumenta, licet varia sit in iis Deitatis 
species” (Hagenbach, J.c.). 

2 e.g. in Campanus ; see Neander, op, cit. p. 646. 
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whose nephew, Faustus Socinus (d. 1604), elaborated 
the system which is connected with his name. It 
would seem that Faustus arrived at his peculiar tenets - 
through the study of Scripture with an _ interest 
mainly juristic ; he was anxious to discover the principles 
of right which lay at the root of legal equity, and a 
cold intellectualism naturally inclined him to low and 
one-sided views of Christ’s person. He was equally 
hostile to the Arian and to the Nicene doctrine, since 
both maintained the existence of a pre-existent being 
in the incarnate Christ. Socinus’ view may be roughly 
described as closely akin to that of Paul the Samosatene: 
Christ is the Logos in the sense that through Him God 
reveals His will; He may be called “ God” in virtue of the 
authority committed to Him to reveal the Divine mind. 
The Christ then of Socinus is a man supernaturally 
begotten, and endowed with special powers by God with 
a view to an authoritative revelation of the Divine will. 
He is the “mediator” between God and man. The 
passages In the New Testament referring to the Logos 
were explained by Socinus to relate to the predestined 
work of the Redeemer as the author of the new moral 
creation. He also held that Christ, during His earthly” 
life, was occasionally caught up into heaven, and 
honoured with Divine communications! Other super- 
natural events in the human life of our Lord he frankly 
accepted ; he believed in the resurrection and ascension, 
and acknowledged the supernatural birth. Christ was, 
in a word, a perfect man, in whom human nature 
was exalted to the dignity of Godhead; and Socinus 
allowed that he might be truly worshipped in accordance 
with the express command of God; to Him, as the 
possessor of delegated power, prayer might be lawfully 


‘So he explained 8. Jo. vi. 88. Such things, he said, were not re 
counted in the Gospels because they were never actually witnessed. 


THE REFORMATION 543 


addressed! Indeed, Christ was actually God, in the 
sense that He was allowed to exercise the delegated 
power of God and to participate in His Divine life? 
But Christ was not ex essentia Dei genitus; and the Holy 
Spirit was only a name for the sanctifying energy of 
God. According to the Racovian Catechism, those who 
hold the catholic doctrine of the Trinity “gravely err 
therein, by alleging arguments drawn from the Scrip- 
tures misunderstood.” * 

Socinus denied that Christ was a mere man (purus et 
vulgaris homo), but only on the ground that from the 
moment of His conception He was the son of God, 
since He had no father except God‘ But in spite of 
its supra-naturalistic colouring, the theory of Socinus is 
simply rationalistic or humanitarian; and his view of 
Christ accords entirely with his conception of religion in 
general, and of redemption in particular. He defines 
Christian religion as follows—“ Heavenly doctrine teach- 
ing us the true way of arriving at eternal life ; and this 
way is nothing else than obedience to God, according to 
the precepts He has given to us through Jesus Christ 
our Lord.”® To this “didactic” view of Christ’s life 
corresponds his theory of the Atonement. Socinus 
flenied any objective element of satisfaction in the death 
of Christ ; that death was merely designed for instruction 
and example: it was nothing more than a powerful seal 
or confirmation of Christ’s teaching, and of the Divine 


1 This point gave natural offence to strict Unitarians (like F. Davidis), 
who held that the worship of a man was illogical and profane. Cp. Winer, 
Comparative View of Doctrines and Confessions, etc. (Eng. tr.), p. 65. 

2 There is a secondary sense of Deus, ‘‘cum eum denotat, qui potes- 
tatem aliquam sublimem ab uno illo Deo habet aut deitatis unius illius 
Dei aliqua ratione particeps est . . . Et hac quidem posteriore ratione 
filius Dei vocatur Deus in quibusdam Scripture locis.” Cat. Racov. 32 
(ap. Hagenbach, § 262, note 4). 

3 ap. Winer, p. 64. 4 Ibid. p. 116. 5 Ibid, p. 128 note. 
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forgiveness which He offered, and a strong incentive to 
departure from sin. ‘The sufferings of Christ were 
necessary, partly as an example of faithful obedience, 
partly as a discipline in sympathy, partly as a confirma- 
tion of God’s promises. They also formed a preliminary 
stage in Christ’s glorification, His resurrection being the 
moment of His exaltation to heavenly dignity, setting a 
seal, as it were, to man’s hopes of eternal life. 

Here, then, we have the meagre view of Christ’s person 
and work, which at different stages in the history of our 
doctrine has tended to reappear: a view according to 
which the essential point in Christ’s work is His pro- 
phetic mission to be a teacher of Divine truth and pure 
morality. His death only ministers to this, His real 
work, as a signal element in His example. He showed 
to man the way of reconciliation with God; and the 
love which He manifested in His passion was a mighty 
incentive to conversion; but all elements of mystery 
—all ideas as to the necessity of an objective work of 
grace in order to redeem the world—are banished from 
Socinus’ system. He rejected entirely the thought of 
Christ’s high-priestly work, and it is obvious to remark 
that this negative feature in his system was connected 
with an entire absence of any deep sense of human sin 
and guilt. Christianity is nothing more to Socinus than 
the publication, by precept and example, of a perfect 
moral law. Christ is, at best, “a saint and the viceroy 
of God.”? A real incarnation of God, on Socinus’ 
principles, is impossible, the Divine essence being by its 
very idea incommunicable ;* at best there is a certain 


? Cp. Cat. Racov, p. 284, in Winer, p. 134, 

* Dorner, div. ii. vol. ii, p. 262. 

® Christ was not begotten ex essentia Patris . - +» €0 quod sit tmpartibilis 
essentia divina; . . . adde quod essentia divina sit una numero ac 
proinde incommunicabilis, Cat. Racov. p- 58 (ap. Winer, p, 64). 
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moral. relation established between God and man, by 
means of the transference or delegation to Christ of 
Divine prerogatives! The Socinian conception of God 
is limited by the metaphysical assumption that there is 
a necessary and fundamental opposition between a 
finite and an infinite nature; no real possibility of the 
infinite communicating itself to the finite. Socinianism 
fell into an old mistake—the error of overlooking the 
fact that in His inmost essence God is not infinitude, 
or bare power, or mere being, but love; and that love 
is the link between the finite and the infinite. 


§ II. CHRISTOLOGY OF THE LUTHERAN CHURCH 


The Christology of the Lutheran Church next engages 
our attention. Concerning Luther himself, it is sufficient 
to remember that his entire system is “ Christocentric.” 
His reformation started with the recognition of Christ as 
the sufficient and only mediator. He adhered tenaciously 
enough to the existing theology of the two natures, but 
his conception of the union was coloured by his own per- 
_ sonal religious experience ; he was deeply imbued with 
the idea of the susceptibility of human nature to the 
Divine, and conversely he believed “that the Divine 
nature, owing to the power exercised over it by love, not 
only presented no hindrance to a union of natures in the 
person of Christ, but was able to possess, and to be con- 
scious of, all that is purely human asitsown.”? Luther, 
in fact, perhaps as the outcome of his monastic training, 
combined the accepted doctrine of Christ’s person with 
the mystical ideas which he derived from such writings 
as the Deutsche Theologre.? 


1 Dorner, div. ii. vol. ii, p. 254. 2 Ibid. p. 102. 
3 First published with a preface by Luther himself in 1516. He says, 
- Next to the Bible and S. Augustine, I do not know of any book from 


39 
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Love—self-surrender—this is the link or point of 
connection between Deity and manhood, the Divine ever 
enlarging its self-communication according to the measure 
of human receptivity. In Christ the love of God 
towards man first attained its absolute goal; the man- 
hood assumed by the Son of God is that which makes a 
perfect response to Divine love. 

Accordingly Luther found no difficulty in the received 
doctrine of the Church. The inseparable union of the 
Divine with the human nature, and the consequences 
that seemed necessarily to flow therefrom: the com- 
munieatio idiomatum, the ascription to God of human 
experiences, birth, suffering, and death—these are charac- 
teristic theses with Luther.’ He laid equal stress on 
the reality of man’s exaltation in Christ. The exalted 
Christ in heaven, uniting in His own person Deity and 
glorified humanity, was “the sun of the world,” the 
central object of religious contemplation and devotion 
Indeed it seems to have been-his habit of thought in 
regard to Christ’s humanity which determined the nature 
of the controversy which agitated his successors—the 
dispute as to the mode and degree in which the exalted 
Christ exercised the Divine attributes, He regarded 
the Eucharist, for instance, as the occasion of a presence 
——the presence of the exalted and glorified Christ, 
bringing in His train and imparting along with Himself 
all the blessings earned for man by His earthly life and 
work,? He insisted that in the sacrament there is an 
actual reception of the glorified body and blood of 
Christ, present in the elements, and was thus led 


which I have learnt, or would wish to learn, more of what God, Christ, 
man, and all things are ” (Hagenbach, § 153, note 9). 

1 See some quotations in Hagenbach, § 266, note 1. 

> Op. Dorner, div. ii. vol. ii, p. 88. 

5 Ttid. p. 1213 see also Hagenbach, § 259, 
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to insist upon the ubiquitarian theory which to the 
Reformed Churches became a matter of such sharp con- 
troversy. 

In this dispute we may for convenience’ sake dis- 
tinguish two stages. (1) The question of the blessed 
Sacrament naturally arose first; it was inevitable that the 
central act of Christian worship, around which so many 
abuses had actually gathered, should attract the early 
attention of the Reformers. It disclosed a deeply-rooted 
difference between the followers of Luther and Calvin 
in regard to the relation of the two natures in Christ. 
Luther clung to the doctrine of the communicatio 
idiomatum,—the inseparable cohesion of the two natures 
in Christ, the “permeation” of the human by the Divine; 
ind from this mode of thought seemed to follow 
the doctrine of the ubiquity of Christ’s human body. 
“ Wherever God is,” said Luther in effect, “ there must 
needs be present the humanity of Christ.” Brenz and 
Melancthon followed Luther in teaching that the human 
nature of Christ was unconditionally capable of being 
omnipresent, and therefore present in the Sacrament. 
. The Lutheran Formula Concordie (1577) says: Christus 

. revera omnia vmplet et ubique non tantum ut deus 
verum etiam ut homo presens dominatur et regnat a mart 
ad mare, etc. . . . Hx hac communicata sibi divina virtute 
homo Christus, juxta verba Testaments sut, corpore et sanguine 
suo wn sacra cena, ad quam nos verbo suo ablegat, proesens 
esse potest, et revera est.1 Here the power of Christ is made 
a determining factor; the Divine nature in virtue of the 
communicatio idiomatum imparts its attributes to the 
human nature, but the exercise of these is dependent on 
the Divine will of the Son. On the other hand, Zwingli 

lap. Winer, Comparative View, etc., p. 119. The Lutherans referred 


specially to S. Jo. vi. 53f.; ep. i. 14, v. 27; S. Mt. xxviii. 18; Phil. 
7 i, Gad Oolea.: 9, 
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and Calvin, while adhering to the doctrine of the two 
natures, insisted that such “communication” of Divine 
attributes was impossible in so far as it contradicted the 
necessary limitations of a true human nature. By its 
glorification the nature of Christ’s human body was not 
abolished; at the ascension it was made illustrious, 
glorious, immortal, but it still remained subject to the 
limitations of humanity. The human body of the Saviour 
could no longer be present corporeally on earth; it could 
not be omnipresent; it remains locally present in heaven 
alone. The Lutherans appeared to the Reformed to teach 
a Eutychian confusion of natures. “Our adversaries,” says 
one document, “in attributing some Divine properties to 
man and some human properties to God, confound the 
natures; and in their withdrawal of some properties 
they dissolve the unity of Christ’s person.” 2 In Zwingli’s 
view, the communicatio was only nominal; the scriptural 
passages on which the Lutherans relied were merely 
figurative? For instance, the words My flesh is meat 
indeed are to be explained to mean, My Divine nature is 
the food of the soul; the word “flesh” being used per 
commutationem to denote the Deity in Christ. The 
divergence between these two types of thought is inter- 
esting if we regard it as a modern reappearance of the 
old controversy between the schools of Antioch and 
Alexandria. The Lutheran view is akin to that of Cyril 
and his successors ; the Reformed insist, after the manner 
of the Antiochenes, on the fundamental contrast between 
Divine and human nature. They hold that the attri- 


1 See passages from Reformed confessions in Winer, pp. 121 ff, 

2 Winer, p. 122. 

* Zwingli uses the term dAdolwors (an expression borrowed from rhetoric) 
as conveying the idea that the interchange of attributes is only figurative 
and nominal. He explains it thus: ‘ desultus vel transitus ille, aut si 
mavis permutatio qua de altera in Christo natura loquentes alterius 
vocibus utimur.” (Winer, p, 123.) 


CHRISTOLOGY OF THE LUTHERAN CHURCH 549 


butes of Deity can only be so far imparted to humanity 
as the limits of its finitude allow. To them the Incar- 
nation is an exinanition of Deity—-a Divine Being 
“emptying Himself,’ and submitting to the limitations 
of creaturely life; to the Lutherans it is the exaltation 
of human nature, in the person of the Logos, into the 
conditions of the Divine life. In their view the Incar- 
nation implies a real self-communication of Deity to a 
nature ethically capable of receiving it.' The practical 
consequences which resulted from these distinct types of 
Christology, in regard to the nature of the Eucharistic 
presence, do not concern us; but some idea will have 
been given of the state of the controversy when Hooker 
devoted his attention to it.? 

(2) The later stage of the Christological controversies 
which divided the Reformed Churches began early in the 
seventeenth century, when the question of the status 
exinanitionis came to the front. The point in dispute 
was analogous to that involved in the sacramental 
controversy, and divided into two opposed schools the 
theologians of Giessen (Menzer and Feuerborn), and 
‘those of Tiibingen (Osiander and Thummius). Both 
sides agreed in acknowledging the reality of the com- 
municatio idiomatum ; they differed in regard to the con- 
ditions under which the Divine attributes were exercised 
by Christ in His manhood. Did He voluntarily lay aside 
those attributes, or use them only in certain cases? or 
did He always possess, but conceal them? The Giessen 
theologians, who accepted the former of these possible 
alternatives, were known as Kenotiker (xévwows); the 

1 Ad recte declarandam majestatem Christi vocabula (de reali com- 
municatione) usurpavimus ut significaremus communicationem illam vere 
et reipsa, sine omni tamen naturarum et proprictatum essentialium con- 
fusione, factam esse.” Form. Conc. p. 778, ap. Winer, p. 120. 


2 The fifth book of the Zcclesiastical Polity was published in 1597 ; 
Hooker’s life extended from 1554-1600. 
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Tiibingen divines, who held the latter view, were styled 
Kryptiker (xptrpts). 
Both schools of thought approach the question on the 
basis of the Formula of Concord between the Suabian and 
Saxon Churches, composed in 1577. The most salient 
Christological feature of this document was its insistance 
on the communicatio naturarum, in virtue of which the 
Divine nature appropriates the human with its incidental 
weaknesses, and the Divine attributes communicate them- 
selves to the human nature; by the very fact of the 
hypostatic union, the “ majesty of God” becomes the pos- 
session of the humanity, and the person of the Logos 
supplies personality to the manhood. The Formula 
waives the difficulties which had been raised by those 
Reformed theologians who urged the essential limitations 
of the finite nature, and simply declares that human 
nature in Christ was “capable” of receiving the Divine 
attributes (proprietates). The relation of the natures is 
illustrated by the ancient simile of heated iron. 

The merits or demerits of this document, regarded 
as a compromise, need not detain us. In the main it 
favoured the view that the humanity of Christ, from 
the first moment of its existence, entered into posses- 
sion of the Divine attributes, omnipresence and omnisci- 
ence. The point to be observed is that the document 
makes dogmatic statements as to the effect of the union, 
which inevitably provoked further controversy, and 
indeed seem virtually to dissolve the distinction of 
natures in Christ’s person. The fundamental assumption 
is made that in the moment of the union a plenary com- 
munication took place of the Divine attributes; a kind 
of deification or conversion of manhood into Deity, 
which robbed the former of its characteristic elements— 


1A list of works on either side is given by Dorner, diy. ii. vol. ii, 
note 38 (p. 422). 
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the possibility of development, limitations of knowledge, 
ete. Such an assumption would seem to lead logically 
to a docetic view of the manhood, and it is rooted in 
an imperfect anthropology—a defective insight into the 
ethical laws of human growth and perfection! We 
must understand however that this assumption underlay 
the reasoning of both sides in the Giessen-Tiibingen 
controversy : “the presupposition that the entire fulness 
of the Divine majesty communicated itself to the 
humanity of Jesus in the very first moment of His life.” ? 
It is this questionable premiss that gives a somewhat 
artificial and academic character to the dispute, which 
is also marked by a tendency to fall back on a non- 
ethical conception of the Divine nature and attributes: as 
though the essential and determining elements in God- 
head were majesty, omniscience, and omnipresence. The 
same evangelical portrait of Christ lay before each school, 
but it was very differently interpreted: the Giessen 
theologians insisting on the distinctness of the two suc- 
cessive phases or stages in the life——the humiliation and 
the glory; while the Tiibingen thinkers regarded the two 
.stages as necessarily simultaneous states, and thereby 
landed themselves in a tissue of contradictions. Both 
schools made the fundamental mistake of substituting 
a priori argument for devout study of the scriptural 
image of Christ. 

The Giessen divines were oppressed by the difficulties 
involved in the doctrine of Christ’s omnipresence as man. 
They distinguished between two stadia in the life of 
Christ: the stage of exinanition, during which the Logos 
remained in a state of quiescence, allowing to the man- 
hood the potency and possession, but not the actual use 
or exercise (except on rare occasions) of the Divine attri- 
butes omniscience, omnipotence, omnipresence. In this 

1 Dorner, div. ii. vol. ii. p. 219, 3 Thid. p. 296. 
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quiescence consisted the xévwous of the Logos. In the 
exalted state, however, when the process of Christ's 
human development had been completed by the 
ascension, He entered as man on the free use of the 
Divine attributes (plena usurpatio). It was naturally 
objected to this view that the distinctness of operations, 
human and Divine, which it postulated, the severance of 
the world-governing and omnipresent Logos from the 
lowly humanity following its own natural course of 
development, was fatal to the unity of the person. 
Further, if (as was alleged) the Divine attributes were 
really imparted to the manhood, in what sense could 
they be regarded as “quiescent,” seeing that they must 
necessarily be conceived as ever in actu? The difficulties 
however of the theory need not blind us to its merit: it 
was an honest attempt to recognise the reality of our 
Lord’s human development—the contrast between the 
historic conditions of His earthly life and. the subsequent 
state of glory into which He entered at the ascension. 
The school of Tiibingen regarded the distinction be- 
tween these two states as a difference between the 
concealment (xpius) and the exercise of Divine 
attributes, which as the immediate result of the union 
necessarily passed over to the humanity. The self- 
communication of the Logos must be conceived as 
complete from the beginning; and the humanity as 
present and co-operating with the Logos in all His 
activities. The state of exaltation thus  subsisted 
simultaneously with that of exinanition. Christ was 
at once omniscient, yet in a state of advancing know- 
ledge; omnipotent, yet subject to human weakness ; 
omnipresent, yet circumscribed in space. These divines 
even went so far as to maintain that the body of Christ, 
while lying dead in the grave, was, in virtue of its union 
with the Logos, full of life and energy, taking its share 
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in the government of the world. To this position they 
were led by the principle with which they started—the 
absolute unity and identity of the person resulting from 
the union of natures; but their solution of ‘tthe Christo- 
logical problem was no more successful than that of 
their opponents. If the divines of Giessen destroyed 
the unity of Christ’s person, those of Tiibingen virtually 
annihilated the truth of His humanity. Some later 
Lutheran theologians perceived the insurmountable 
difficulties of either theory, and the necessity of revising 
and restricting the doctrine of the communiecatio; but it 
is difficult to point to any productive result of the thorny 
controversy. In days when questions relating to the 
status exinanitionis are again attracting attention, it is 
well to take warning from the failures of the Lutheran 
scholastics, and to bear steadily in mind the real source 
of their mistakes.* 


§ ITI. CuristoLocy or RIcHARD HOOKER 


Richard Hooker is the most prominent representative 
of Anglican orthodoxy at the close of the sixteenth 
century. His famous statement of the doctrine of the 
Incarnation ” is introduced incidentally in connection with 
the discussion of the sacraments. He teaches that 
sacraments are “instruments” by which the Divine life 
is imparted to the soul, and the actual means of its 
re-creation. They have, he says, “generative force and 
virtue.” His leading idea is that the sacraments impart 
to us the life-giving properties of Christ’s humanity, our 
life supernatural consisting in an immediate union of the 
soul with God. In order that sacraments may be endued 


1 For an account and criticism of the Lutheran Christology, see Dr. A. 
B. Bruce, Humiliation of Christ, chaps. iii. and iv. 
2 Feel. Pol. bk. v. §§ 50-56. 
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with this life-giving efficacy, two preliminary conditions are 
necessary: the humanity of Christ must be permanently 
united to His one Divine person; and it must be communic- 
able to us. ~ The Incarnation is accordingly treated by 
Hooker with this practical consideration in view (ch. 1.). 

In ch. li. 1 the doctrine of the Trinity is stated. Perhaps 
the insistance on the distinctions between the Divine 
Persons is somewhat over-emphatic, but it is qualified by 
a later passage (Ivi. 2), in which it is explained that 
“distinction cannot possibly admit separation.” } 

Hooker proceeds to state the doctrine of the Incar- 
nation with admirable precision. He inclines to the 
“ Thomist” view that the Incarnation was contingent 
upon the Fall, and follows Athanasius and Aquinas in 
the view that “the institution and restitution” of the 
world were fittingly accomplished by the same natural 
mediator between God and His creatures. The Incarna- 
tion was necessary in the sense that any other mode of 
salvation was “impossible, it being presupposed that the 
will of God was no otherwise to have it saved than by 
the death of His own Son.” | 

In ch. lii: Hooker points out the tendency of heresy to 
give expositions of the Christian faith “more plain than 
true,” aiming at logical completeness, and thereby 
simplifying mystery at the expense of some essential 
element of truth. Then follows a description of the 
heresies of Arius, Apollinarius, N estorius, and Eutyches, ° 
which calls for no special remark. The positive points 
insisted upon are as follows :— 

(a) The unity of Christ’s person, and its consequences. 

1 It is noticeable, in connection with Hooker’s balanced statement, that 
the Arminian tendency to press the doctrine of the Son’s subordination 
(see Hagenbach, § 262, note 5; Dorner, div. ii. vol. ii, pp- 349 ff.) found 
favour among later English theologians. Bull’s Defence of the Nicene 


Creed (1680) is a vindication. of the doctrine ; the revived Arianism of 
Samuel Clarke was an exaggeration of it. 
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A Divine Being took human nature and dwelt in us, 1.0. 
in “that nature which is common unto all,” not in 
an individual person, “for then should that one have 
been advanced and no more.” The Son of God is the 
subject who acts and suffers; the assumed nature is that 
which makes His person capable of receiving human 
attributes; and “the infinite worth of the Son of God is 
the very pa aal of all things believed concerning life 
_and salvation,” imparting infinite merit to all that He 
does or suffers on man’s behalf. 

(6) The duality and distinctness of the natures. 
Eutyches denied the permanence of the manhood; the 
« difference which still continueth” between the natures. 
They are never confused, though “for ever inseparable.” 
“The very person of Christ therefore,” says Hooker care- 
fully, “for ever one and the self-same, was only touching 
bodily substance concluded within the grave, His soul 
only from thence severed; but by personal union His 
Deity still unseparably joined with both.” 

In ch. liii. the consequences of the union of natures are 
further developed. There is “no abolishment of natural 
properties appertaining to either substance, no transition 
or transmigration thereof out of one substance into 
another, finally no such mutual infusion, as really 
causeth the same natural operations or properties to be 
made common unto both substances.” But positively, 
the utmost that can be said in regard to the relation 
between the natures is that “of both natures there is 
a co-operation often, an association always, but never any 
mutual participation whereby, the properties of the one 
are infused into the other.’ In virtue of the perpetual 
association of the natures an interchange of attributes is 


ossible: in such “cross and circulatory speeches »1 we 
Pp 5 


1 Hooker is as yet speaking only of a verbal communicatio idiomatum. 
Cp. Pearson, On the Oreed, art. 4, notes 58 and 59 ; and see below, p. 592. 
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are to understand always the whole person of Christ in 
whom both natures are united. The converse truth is 
also to be guarded, namely, that what belongs essentially to 
one nature may not be predicated in the abstract of the 
other. Thus Divine nature is not capable of death; 
human nature “admitteth not” ubiquity. 

(c) The relation of the two natures (ch. liv.). Hooker's 
general view is in accord with that of Aquinas: Christ 
as man is a recipient of grace; but also in one respect 
as God. 

(a) Christ is a “receiver” in respect of the Divine 
substance. By “the gift of eternal generation” He has 
received the Divine substance,—“one and in number 
the self-same substance, which the Father hath of Him- 
self unreceived from any other.” This gift is bestowed 
“naturally and eternally, not by way of benevolence and 
favour”; and in this respect is distinguished from the 
other gifts. 

(6) In respect of His manhood, as homo singularis 
Christ receives the gift of union with Deity: a gift by 
which the manhood which He had assumed was exalted, 
enriched, and its condition advanced, without abolition of 
its substance. The union, says Hooker, “doth add 
perfection to the weaker, to the nobler no alteration at 
all.” The only thing attained by the Divine person 
who became incarnate “was to be capable of loss and 
detriment for the good of others.”2 So far indeed by 





* Here Hooker rejects the later Lutheran doctrine that even before the 
exaltation the manhood of Christ was ubiquitous. 

° Hooker differs from Aquinas in holding (with Augustine) that the 
nature of God in the person of the Son took human nature ; ‘‘ Incarna- 
tion may neither be granted to any person but only one, nor yet denied to 
that nature which is common unto all three” (li. 2); Aquinas maintains 
that the person of the Son, and not the Divine nature, became incarnate, 
and bestowed Divine graces on the nature assumed. He allows, indeed, 
that ‘‘secundario potest dici quod etiam natura assumpsit naturam ad sui 
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becoming incarnate the Word has some change in 
regard to “the manner of subsistence,” while yet con- 
tinuing in all essential properties what He ever was. 
And the manhood of Christ experiences glorious effects 
from its copulation with Deity; it is deified by the 
communication of supernatural gifts and graces; it is 
the possessor of unique and incommunicable dignities and 
excellences; it shares in the exercise of Divine power 
and the reception of Divine praise. 

(c) In respect of the nature He shares with us Christ 
receives “the grace of unction.” Hooker considers the 
grace of unction only as it affects Christ Himself, not as 
it overflows to His members. So far as the limitations 
of its proper nature will allow, our manhood is in Him 
“replenished with all such perfections as the same is any 
way apt to receive.” The manhood of Christ is in every 
way heightened and exalted by the union, like a red-hot 
sword which both cuts and burns; but the infusion of 
Divine graces and attributes is limited partly by the actual 
capacities of human nature, partly by “the exigence of 
that economy or service” for which the Son of God became 
man.t Can then the manhood be endued with omnisei- 
ence or omnipresence? Hooker answers that the powers 
of Christ’s human soul were illuminated by its con- 
junction with Deity, and it was “of necessity endued 
with knowledge so far forth universal, though not with 
infinite knowledge peculiar to Deity itself.” Again, there 
was imparted to the human body in its glorified state 
the gift of incorruption, “vital efficacy,” and “celestial 
power,” but “a body still it continueth, a body consub- 
personam” (Summa, iii. 3. 2); but he wishes to exclude the idea that 
the Father or Spirit became man, as touching their nature. Cp. Dorner, 
div. ii. vol. i. p. 331. 

1 «For as the parts, degrees, and offices of that mystical administration 


did require which He voluntarily undertook, the beams of Deity did in 
operation always accordingly either restrain or enlarge themselves’ (liv. 6). 
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stantial with our bodies, a body of the same both nature 
and measure which it had on earth.” 

Hooker devotes a separate section (ch. lv.) to the ques- 
tion which Lutheran theology had raised as to the 
omnipresence of Christ's human body. In effect his 
teaching is as follows. Christ is essentially present with 
all things as God, but not as man; omnipresence does 
not agree with the essence of humanity. But since the 
ascension, as the result of its complete spiritualisation, 
the manhood of the Redeemer is capable of being made 
present wheresoever He wills, in virtue of its conjunction 
with Deity. Christ as man, with soul and body, is in 
heaven; but “in some sense,” “after a sort,’ He is 
omnipresent as man, “by being nowhere severed from 
that which everywhere is present.” “ Presence by way of 
conjunction is in some sort presence.” So in regard to the 
mode of Christ’s bodily presence Hooker says: “ Albeit 
therefore nothing be actually infinite in substance but God 
only in that He is God; nevertheless as every number 
is infinite by possibility of addition, and every line by 
possibility of extension infinite, so there is no stint 
which can be set to the value or merit of the sacrificed 
body of Christ, it hath no measured certainty of limits, 
bounds of efficacy unto life it knoweth none, but is also 
itself infinite im possibility of application.” 3 

The same consideration, mutatis mutandis, applies to 
the attribute of omnipotence. Christ exercises govern- 
ment over the world “both as God and as man; as God 
by essential presence with all things, as man by co- 
operation with that which essentially is present”; for 

* Cp. Hugo de S. Vict. de Saer. ii. 12: “Christus. . . ubique per id 
quod Deus est, in ceelo autem per id quod homo. Secundum hanc formam 
non est putandus ubique diffusus ; cavendum est enim ne ita divinitatem 
astruamus hominis ut veritatem corporis auferamus. . . . Ubique 


[Christum] non dubites esse totum presentem tanquam Deum... et 
in loco aliquo celi propter veri corporis modum.” 
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“by knowledge and assent the soul of Christ is present 
with all things which the Deity of Christ worketh.” 

The merit of this mode of treatment is obvious. 
It avoids over-insistance upon @ priori considerations; it 
leaves unexplored what must from the nature of the case 
be mysterious and even insoluble; it suggests the im- 
portant point that the mode and conditions of the status 
exinanitioms depended upon the “exigence of the 
economy,” as to which we have no faculties enabling us 
‘to determine with any certainty what was essential and 
what non-essential; lastly, it assigns due supremacy to 
the determining element of will, as the main factor 
in the self-humiliation of the Word. 

In ch. lvi. the manner of our participation in Christ 
is discussed. The doctrine of the second Adam is the 
basis of the argument. Incorporated into “that society 
which hath Him for their Head,” the faithful “make 
together with Him one body.” Christ is the source 
of life to the body; His flesh that wherewith He 
quickens it.1 “We participate Christ partly by im- 
putation, as when those things which He did and 
suffered for us are imputed unto us for righteousness ; 
partly by habitual and real infusion, as when grace is 
inwardly bestowed while we are on earth, and after- 
wards more fully both our souls and bodies made like 
unto His in glory.” Hooker means that the righteous- 
ness of Christ is “imputed” to us as really belonging to 
us by virtue of our incorporation into the second Adam. 
His doctrine of imputation stands in the closest possible 
connection with that of our mystical union with Christ.? 


1 Op. Aquinas, Swmma, iii. 8. 1 ad 1: ‘Dare gratiam aut Spiritum 
Sanctum convenit Christo secundum quod est Deus, auctoritative; sed 
instrumentaliter convenit etiam ei secundum quod est homo; in quantum 
scilicet ejus humanitas instrumentum fuit divinitatis eius.” 

2 <«Thus we see , . . what communion Christ hath with His Church, 


“ 
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“We are adopted sons of God to eternal life by participa- 
tion of the only begotten Son of God.” 

Ch. lvii. briefly connects the doctrine of the sacraments 
with that of the Incarnation. They are “marks whereby 
to know when God doth impart the vital or saving grace of 
Christ,” and “means conditional which God requireth in 
them unto whom He imparteth grace.” Hooker insists that 
they are not merely physical, but “ moral instruments of 
salvation,” their operation being dependent upon worthy 
and faithful use of them. In baptism Christ is received 
“once as the first beginner, in the Eucharist often, as 
being by continual degrees the finisher of our life.” 


Hooker’s fine statement of the doctrine of the Incar- 
nation forms a natural limit to our historical survey,— 
not because Christology has remained unaffected by the 
developments of criticism and speculation during the last 
three centuries, but because the process of catholic 
definition in regard to the doctrine may be said to have 
reached its final point at the close of the sixteenth 
century. The interest of modern times has centred 
mainly in the historical life of Jesus of Nazareth, the 
circumstances of His time, and the nature of His teach- 
ing.” The Socinian view of His person in variously 
how His Church and every member thereof is in Him by original deriva- 


tion, and He personally in them by way of mystical association wrought 
through the gift of the Holy Ghost” (liv. 13, s. jin.). 

7 Cp. Bellarm. de Sac, ii. 1 (ap. Winer, Confessions, etc. p. 244): 
“Voluntas, fides, et poenitentia in suscipiente adulto necessario requirun- 
tur ut dispositiones ex parte subjecti, non ut caus active, non enim fides 
et peenitentia efficiunt gratiam sacramentalem, neque dant efficaciam 
sacramenti, sed solum tollunt obstacula que impedirent, ne sacramenta 
suam efficaciam exercere possent, unde in pueris, ubi non requiritur justi- 
ficatio, sine his rebus fit justificatio.” Cp. Hagenbach, § 190, esp. note 7, 

* A brief sketch of later Christology will be found in Hagenbach, § 299, 
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modified forms divides the field with the catholic view. 
The speculative conception of Christ as the embodiment 
of a great moral idea seems to have given way to a 
purely humanitarian interest in His life and work; while 
the mythical theory of His history, as elaborated by 
Strauss,’ has been superseded by a rationalistic criticism 
of the Gospel narratives. Within the Church there seems 
to be a decided and beneficial tendency to deprecate 
further definition of the doctrine, and something of “a 
- return to the historical Christ ” in the sense that dogmatic 
statements are more generally tested by the actual evi- 
dence of Scripture. The historical and literary criticism 
of the last fifty years has done valuable service in teach- 
ing us the limitations of our speculative faculties in 
regard to that which must continue to be what it has 
ever been, the great mystery of godluness. 
1 Cp. Fairbairn, Christ in Modern Theology, pp. 232 f. 
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FINAL SYSTEMATIC FORM OF THE DOCTRINE OF 
THE INCARNATION 


§ I. The doctrine of the Trinity and its terminology. 
A. The Unity in Trinity. 
B. The Trinity in Unity 
The term Person. 
ovole and vadoracis. 
Substantia and Persona. 
C. The doctrine of subordination. 
D. The doctrine of the Divine generation. 


§ II. The doctrine of the Incarnation and its terminology. 
1. The hypostatic union. 
2. The two natures in one person. 
The term Qvaic. 
3. The communicatio cdiomatum. 
4, The Athanasian Creed. 


§ ILI. The doctrine of Christ’s Humanity. 
1. The perfections of the manhood. 
2. Its limitations. 
3. Christ’s temptation. 
4. Christ’s mental and moral development. 


§ IV. The work of Christ in relation to His person. 
1. Christ as Teacher and Example. 
2. Christ our Redeemer: the Atonement. 
Note : Why did not God restore man by mere fiat? 
3. Christ the Re-creator of manhood through grace. 
Consummation of the Redeemer’s work. 
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§ I. Tue Doctrine oF THE TRINITY AND ITS. TERMINOLOGY 


A distinction is usually recognised between “theology ” 
used in a special or technical sense and “the economy.” 

@codoyia includes the doctrine of the Divine nature 
and properties; it deals with that nature and those 
properties in general (Peoroyia jvwpuévn), or with the dis- 
tinctive attributes of the Divine Persons of the Trinity 
considered separately (Oeoroyia Svaxexpyupevn). 
'  Otkovoyia embraces all that relates to the Divine 
self-revelation or operation as it affects the condition of 
mankind. Perhaps the complete expression would be 
that of Gregory of Nyssa, 7) cata dvOpwov tod Oeod 
oixovopia (Orat. cat. xx.). The word otxovoyia, “ dis- 
pensation,” is derived from 8. Paul (Eph. 1 10), and 
comes to be employed in a sense practically equivalent 
to “Inearnation.”! It is obvious that the connection 
of this department of truth with the first mentioned 
is most intimate and essential; it is therefore necessary 
to review briefly the substance of that which is included 
under the name @eodroyia, which in fact for present 
purposes means the doctrine of the Trinity. From the 
historic revelation (otcovouia) we reason back to the 
essential Trinity ; from the self-revelation of God (tpozos 
atroxanvrypews) to His essential nature (rpomos imapEews). 


The doctrine of the Trinity emerges necessarily as a 
consequence of the claims of Christ which confront us 
in the Gospel. For those claims suggest both to con- 
science and intellect the problem of the relationship 
between Jesus Christ and the Father and the Spirit 


1 Cp. Tert. adv. Prax. 3, 4; Hippol. c. Moet. iii. ; Lightfoot on 
Ignatius, ad Eph. c. xviii.; Bigg, Christian Platonists of Alexandria, p. 
166 note, 
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who are revealed by Him. In unfolding the nature and 
attributes of God, He indicates the existence of mutual 
relations between Himself as sent and the Father who © 
sends; in describing the meaning and issues of His 
coming and work He imparts a doctrine of the Holy 
Spirit. Hence we find the apostolic writers, in spite of 
their earnest monotheism and exalted moral conception 
of God, habitually co-ordinating Christ with the Father, 
and the Spirit with both, whether in benedictions or in 
salutations. Further, the baptismal formula, coupled 
with the worship of Christ, witnesses to the immemorial 
belief of Christendom, and forms the basis of the latter 
dogmatic creeds. It is very important to remind 
ourselves that it is Christ’s own words about Himself 
which raise the main problems of theology. Even if we 
were to restrict His self-revelation to the teaching con- 
tained in the Sermon on the Mount, we should be never- 
theless confronted by questions as to the person and 
authority of the speaker, which could only be answered 
by balanced statements of doctrine and the use of 
theological terms. The claim which Christ makes com- 
pels us to think of Him as connected with the Father 
by no mere moral relationship, like that of an ordinary 
good man, but by a dynamic unity—a real unity of 
essence. And thus God is revealed as a Being within 
whom subsist relationships and distinctions ; His unity 
is not that of bare and abstract simplicity, but of rich 
and complex moral life. As Aquinas insists, the actual 
approach of God to man implied in the Christian doc- 
trine of the Incarnation has brought the Divine Being 


1 Fairbairn, Christ in Mod. Theol. p. 90: ‘‘The unity is nota simplicity. 
but, as it were, a rich and complex manifold, an absolute which is the 
home of all relations, a unity which is the bosom of all difference, the 
source and ground of all variety.” Augustine speaks of the Divine sub- 
stance as “ simplex multiplicitas vel multiplex simplicitas” (de Trin, vi, 6), 
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more within the range of human knowledge and contem- 
plation : ea hoc quod nobis appropinquare voluit per carnis 
assumptionem, magis nos ad se cognoscendum attraait.’ 

In the Old Testament there are, as we have noticed, 
only scattered hints and tokens of the Christian doctrine 
of a Trinity. Any premature revelation of it at a time 
when polytheistic beliefs and practices were rife might 
have been disastrous to the interests of Divine truth. 
For it was Israel’s special function to guard the doctrine 
of the Divine unity and transcendence, and so to secure 
the foundation of that ethical monotheism which the 
doctrine of a Trinity elucidates and protects. Never- 
theless we find described in the Old Testament various 
manifestations of the one God, which ultimately tend to 
become limited to two: the Word or Wisdom of God and 
the Spirit of God. Each seems to be in large measure 
personified ;. each is invested with special, constant, and 
peculiar functions; each is represented as ministering 
to God the Father, and so far subordinate to Him; yet 
in each is contained the fulness of Divine prerogatives 
and powers. The Old Testament thus prepares the way 
for the solemn formula of baptism, in which the Three 
Persons of the Godhead are distinctly co-ordinated (S. Mt. 
sexviaisbO) 

With regard to the ecclesiastical doctrine of the 
Trinity, it is only necessary to say here that it sum- 
marises and expresses in carefully-sifted terms the sense 
of Scripture. Definitions of faith are sometimes objected 
to as merely “inferential,” as mere “ interpretations ” of 
the facts recorded in the Gospels.? But such definitions are 
absolutely inevitable as soon as the faith of the Church 


1 Summa, iii. 1. 2. 

2 The doctrine of the Trinity as indicated in Scripture is discussed by 
Augustine, de Trin, lib. i. 

3 See Hatch, Hibbert Lectures, for an exposition of this idea, 
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is challenged by philosophical inquiry, and she endeavours 
to apprehend intellectually a revelation which primarily | 
commends itself to the heart and conscience as spiritual 
truth, and only secondarily needs expression in abstract 
terminology. False doctrine leads to the analysis by the 
Church of her own beliefs, her object being to exclude 
all erroneous presentation of that which is her treasure, 
and which she is fain to guard securely from encroachment. 
While, however, we are dealing with the scriptural 
proof of the doctrine, it is important to remember the 
significance of the moral revelation of God as Love. 
The human intellect, indeed, without actually anticipat- 
ing the Christian doctrine, is prepared to recognise its 
harmony with the highest reason. Accordingly, analogies 
have been found for the possibility of a Trinity in Unity 
in the facts of human consciousness and personality+— 
analogies which were suggested by the teaching of Plato 
and his followers, and which have found favour in every 
age of Church history It has been increasingly recog- 
nised that the mysteries of the Divine existence find 
their counterpart in man, who is made in the Divine 
image, and science has made it intelligible that the 
highest type of life is that which is most highly differ- 
entiated. It has also been customary to adduce the 
many parallels to the Christian doctrine supplied by 
Oriental religions, which, like the speculations of Greek 
thought, indicate “necessities of thought which the 
Christian Godhead satisfied.”2 But the ground of Trini- 


1 See Plato, Rep. ix. 588, ete.; and ep. Augustine, de Trin. viii. 10, 
ix, 2, etc.; Conf. xiii, 11 ; Petav. de Incarn, 2. iy. § 3. For a valuable 
modern analysis of personality in its bearing on the doctrine, see Illing- 
worth, Bampton Lectures, esp. lect. viii. (ep. note 27). 

* Fairbairn, Christ in Mod. Theol. p- 396. Dr. Fairbairn well remarks 
that in Greek speculation we see “thought feeling after some mode of 
breaking up, as it were, the solitude of Deity, and saying Him from the 
impotence which clings to a mere isolated absolute,” Thus we may con- 
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_ tarian belief is to be found rather in the moral revelation 
of God. It may be said, in fact, that the Christian 
doctrine of God has been more intelligently grasped and 
stated in proportion as metaphysical conceptions have 
been displaced by ethical ideas. The moral conscious- 
ness of man gives us the most trustworthy guidance as 
to the being and character of God. The doctrine of the 
Trinity coheres with the revelation of Divine love. 
Love must imply relationships, and only if*there be such 
internal relationships in God, can we conceive of Him 
as seli-sufficing, as ever-blessed independently of created 
life. It is significant that Origen, with his abstract 
monistic idea of God, represented the act of creation as 
eternal; only so could the idea of self-imparting love 
be represented as an essential element in the Divine 
Being. But the doctrine of Divine love at once sug- 
gests a life of moral relationships, of communication, 
reception, and participation. Thus God realises His own 
. personality as loving, in possessing an eternal object of 
love worthy of Himself,—a coessential and perfect image 
of Himself; and the life of interecommunion finds its 
consummation and completeness in a mutual participa- 
tion by Father and Son in a third Person, who is a 
supremely worthy object of mutual love, and is the 
living interpreter of each to other. 

Such is the train of thought which we connect chiefly 
with the name of Augustine,’ who, by analysing the 
concept of love, finds an analogy for the notion of a Trinity 
in Unity. As he tersely summarises the argument, 7’rini- 
tatem vides si caritatem wdes. But another theologian 
is, perhaps, specially conspicuous in connection with this 


nect together Plato’s idéa, the Stoic Adyos, and the Gnostic wons. On 
Oriental religions, see Wordsworth, Bampton Lectures, no. ii. 

1 de Trin, esp. vi. 7, viii, 12, ix. 2. Cp. Sartorius, Doctrine of Divine 
- Love, chap, a 
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doctrine, Gregory of Nyssa, who endeavours to face the 
problem of distinct personalities within the one Divine 
essence. The question is why the analysis of human 
consciousness should suggest the notion of distinct per- 
sonality? To this Gregory answers by insisting that all 
relationships within the Deity must be living; and to be 
living in the highest sense they must be personal. God 
has life in Himself. All that is included in His Being 
is and must be life. Accordingly, argues Gregory, the 
Logos in God corresponds to His nature. The Logos in 
man partakes of the transitoriness and nothingness of a 
mortal nature. But “the immortal and ever-existent 
nature possesses a Logos who is eternal and has personal 
subsistence” ; and if the Logos lives, and, indeed, is the 
Life itself, He must possess will and power to effect His 
purpose. By the same line of argument Gregory 
demonstrates the existence of a Spirit in God. In man 
mvevpa is the necessary accompaniment of Adyos.. So in 
God there is a Spirit inseparable from the Logos, which, 
like the Logos itself, exists as a person having will and 
energy.! 

It may be said that this reasoning falls far short of 
the point at which it can be called an ontological proof. 
But it may be taken as a good illustration of the attempt 
to grapple with a theological problem which far transcends 
any power of logical analysis. It must be again repeated 
that such speculations as those of Augustine and Gregory 
are only intended to give some form of rational expression 
to facts which are immediate matters of Christian experi- 


1 See Cat. orat. mag. i., ii. Aug. de Trin, vi. 7, argues that the Spirit 
of God being Love is a substance, for “God is Love.”  « If love is not a 
substance,” he asks, ‘‘ how is God Love?” Cp. vi. 11: ‘‘ Ubi est prima et 
summa vita, cui non est aliud vivere et aliud esse, sed idem est esse et 
vivere: et primus ac summus intellectus, cui non est aliud vivere et aliud 
intelligere, sed id quod est intelligere, hoc vivere, hoc esse est, unum 
omnia,” 
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ence; they are attempts to explain intuitions of Christian 
consciousness, and we have no right to complain if they 
do not satisfy the critical reason! It will, in short, be 
understood that while the doctrine of the Trinity seems 
to satisfy anticipations of the natural reason, it plainly 
transcends its capacity; while its mystery seems to be 
reflected in the moral consciousness of man, the existence 
of different faculties does not carry us all the way to the 
thought of personal distinctions; finally, while it corre- 
sponds, as it certainly does, to the destiny and needs of 
man, it is altogether independent of human speculation. 
Thus the distinction usually made between the “ Economic 
Trinity ” and the “Trinity of Essence”? is of real import- 
ance if it be understood to imply that the mode of the 
Divine existence cannot be explored by our faculties. 


The following is a brief summary of the systematic 
doctrine of the Trinity taught by the Church :— 

A. The Unity in Trinity. Christian teachers take as 
their starting-point the unity of God (wovapyia). There 
is one and only one Divine essence (ovcia, ¢vous), 
-which is indivisible. The entire fulness of the one 
undivided essence of Godhead, with all its attributes, 
subsists in each Person of the blessed Trinity." In the 
phraseology of the two Dionysu, Tpias eis povapyiay 
cvyxeharacodrar. A strong statement of the povapyia is 
given by Athanasius, Orat. c. Arian.iv.1. In Augustine’s 
statement of the doctrine of the Trinity, the appearance 
of tritheism is expressly excluded by the formule non 
tres Deos sed unum Deum dicimus.... Trinitas wnus 
Deus (de Trin. v. 9, 12, ete.). 


1Cp. Aug. de Trin. ii. 1. 

2 rpdmos THs droxadtWews and rpbmos Tis Umdpsews. Cp. Martensen, 
Dogm. § 55. 

3 The word rplas is first found in Theophilus, ad Autol, ii, 15, 
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B. The Trinity in Unity. The final form of statement 
is that in God there is one substance, but three Persons or 
Hypostases; three modes of subsistence (tpomos tardp£ews) 
of the one undivided Divine essence; pla otota év tplow 
UTooTacEaLD. 

We should notice at the outset the limitations of the 
word person. Aquinas says that as a term it is “con- 
venient,” but cannot be applied to God in the same 
sense as to creatures, but only in a more transcendent 
sense (excellentiori modo)... As applied to human relations 
“a person” means a self-conscious, limited, circumscribed, 
separately-acting being. It is very possible that our use 
of the term is too rigid, and that we are apt to overrate 
the exclusiveness of personality.2 The mystery of original 
sin may well restrain us from over-confident statements 
on this point. But in relation to the Godhead the term 
“person” means something between (a) mere manifesta- 
tion or personation, and (b) the independent, exclusive 
individuality of a human being. 

It is a keen sense of the inadequacy of the expression 
that leads Augustine to apologise for it. Thus in the de 
Trinitate, v. 10, he observes that human language labours 
under great difficulty in answering the question, What 
are the three Divine Persons? Diéctwm. est tamen tres 
persone, non ut illud diceretur, sed ne taceretur® The 
fact is, as Augustine remarks, that there is no “ special 
name” that expresses what the Divine Three are (de 


1 Summa, i. 29. 8. 

* Cp. Strong, Manual of Theology, p. 250; Dorner, Person of Christ, 
div. i. vol. ii. pp. 82, 83. 

° de Trin. vii. 7, 8, 9, viii. 1, where the same thought is emphatically 
repeated. Op. Rich. de 8. Victor, de Trin. iv. 1: ‘Non facile capit 
humana intelligentia, ut possit esse plus quam una persona ubi non est 
plus quam una substantia... Nam si quis velit persone nomen sub 
communt et propria acceptione intelligere, nullo modo putet plures personas 
sub ea acceptione intellectas posse subsistere in unitate substantie,” 
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Trin. vil. 7): “the excellency of the Deity surpasses 
the power of ordinary speech.” And whatever the term 
“person” may imply, Scripture points to certain truths 
which limit the application and define the sense of the 
term. For the Persons of the Trinity are described as 
mutually inclusive. We may well believe that in the 
domain of spirit, distinctions of person do not necessarily, 
as in the finite material world, imply mutual exclu- 
siveness.! Scripture plainly teaches that the Three 
Divine Persons are in one another by mutual indwell- 
ing. “Where one hypostasis of the Trinity,’ says 
Chrysostom, “is present, the whole Trinity is present ; 
for it is inseparably united, and conjoined together with 
the utmost exactness.”* There is an “inseparable 
operation” of the Three Persons which leads to the 
result that. frequently the attributes belonging to all are 
ascribed to each.* In later theology, as in John Damascene, 
the term applied to this absolute intercommunion is 
meptyopnots (coinherence), which expresses the scriptural 
doctrine that the Son is im the bosom of the Father, and 
the Spirit is in God.° 
_ On the other hand, though the Three Persons of the 
Holy Trinity thus interpenetrate and include each the 

1 Cp. Dorner, Person of Christ, div. i. vol. ii. p. 83. 

2 See, e.g., S. Jo. xiv. 10,11. Op. Ath. Orat. ¢. Arian. iii, 1. 

3 Chrys. Hom. in Ep. ad Rom, viii. 10. 

4 Aug. de Trin. i. 25. 

5 See S. Jo. i. 18; 1 Cor. ii. 11, and cp. Ath. Orat. c. Ar. ii. 41, iii. 8, 4 ; 
Newman, Athan. Treatises, vol. ii. p. 72. There is doubt as to the 
derivation of repexwpynows, which may be derived from xwpei in the sense 
of ‘‘move” (commeare, ambulare), or in that of ‘‘contain” (capere, 
continere). Petavius decides that both senses are combined in repiydpyats 
as it is used in Oeodoyla : for the Divine Three both mutually pervade each 
other (circumincessio), and contain or rest in each other (circuminsessio), 
In relation to @eodoyia, however, Petavius prefers circuminsessio: (from 
sedere) as expressing the repose of the blessed Persons. in each other, a 


term best represented perhaps by the English cotnherence (de Incarn. 
‘iv. 14). Op. Bull, Def. Fid, Nic. part ii. c. ix. sub fin. 
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other, each Person has His own special property (ddvorns, 
proprietas). Accordingly the Cappadocian Fathers Gregory 
and Basil speak of each Person as having an é6voTns 
yapaxtnpifovca or a Ssapopd. The Divine essence sub-. 
sists in each under a different mode. Thus the property 
of the Father is ¢o be of none (aryevvnoia); of the Son to be 
of the Father (yévvnows); of the Holy Spirit to proceed 
from the Father and the Son (éxmopevots). The doctrine, 
however, of the wepexwpnots remains a safeguard of the 
Divine unity, as implying within the Godhead “an 
ineffable and incomprehensible both communion and dis- 
tinction.” 

We now pass to the Latin and Greek equivalents of 
the term “ person.” As we have seen, the formula which 
under the influence of the Cappadocian Fathers ultimately 
prevailed was ula ovoia év tplow broactdcecw. These 
Fathers practically created the scientific terminology of 
the Athanasian doctrine, and it should be noted that the 
sense which the two famous words oteia and troctacis 
ultimately received was a balanced and mediating one. 
ovoia received a sense midway between abstract being 
and concrete (individual) being, but inclined to the 
former; boctaccs finally received a connotation between 
“person” in the exclusive individual sense and “attribute” 
or “ personation ” (the so-called modalistic view), but with 
an inclination to the former sense. 

Ovcia.—tThis term had a history in heathen specula- 
tion before it was adopted by the Church. 

Plato had used the word to denote the “idea” or 
“form” the inherence of which in an individual object 
makes it what it is. The ovcia of a thing is thus 
6 éxaorov tuyyaver dv, and is logically prior to the thing 
itself. Aristotle is not quite consistent in his use. At 
times’ he inclines to the Platonic conception: oveia is 

1See above, p. 368. 
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the form or ideal essence of an object (70 eid0s ro évov 
Metaph. vi. 11; cp. vi. 1). In another passage he defines 
ovcia as an individual concrete substance; a sensible 
material thing (wav chpa duotxdy petéyov wis obaia av 
ein: dean. ii. 1. 3). It is this latter usage which is 
developed by the Stoics, who denote by oveéa the material 
part (Gm) of a thing? Thus the visible universe is 
regarded as the ovcla of God; and sometimes ovoia 
seems simply to mean the “matter” of which the uni- 
verse consists. With the Stoics ovova is practically equiva- 
lent to c@ua. We see the influence of this Stoic concep- 
tion in Tertullian. The later Platonists, on the other 
hand, regard ovcia as the swmmum genus (yévos 70 
yevix@tatov), the real permanent world of intelligible 
essences or ideas, as opposed to the world of pheno- 
mena (Plato, Soph. 246 ©, vonta atta kal aowpara 
ely... Thy aAnOuwiv ovciav civac—an interesting 
passage, describing the “ war of giants” between 
materialists and idealists as to the nature of ovoia). 
It may be noticed that, speaking broadly, the effect of 
usage had been to widen the sense of ovoia, and make 
_it more generic.’ 

Oicia, with other terms, passes into theology through 
the Gnostics (Iren. i. 5. 1), and the Platonistic sense tends 
to prevail. In pseudo-Dionysius (de Div. nom. 5), the 
idealistic view is carried to the extreme point ; God is there 
described as dzepovovos, and it is even denied that odota 
can be predicated of the Divine Being? Others were 
content with denying that the ovaia of God could be 
defined. But practically it was necessary to admit that 

1 Orig. de orat.27: otela éorly h mpwrn Trav byTwr ty (quoted by Bigg, 
Christian Platonists of Alexandria, p. 164 note). 

2See Hatch, Hibbert Lectwres, pp. 269ff. Bigg, Zc. pp. 163-165. 
Fairbairn, Christ in Mod. Theol. p. 86. 


2 Such was the opinion of Celsus. See Orig. c. Ces. vi. 64, ap. Bigg, 
cis [baie Oe le SE 
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as God is, there must be some ovo/a of Him, unique, 
immutable, and incommunicable.! 

‘Troctacts.— This word also seems to have been 
introduced into theology by Gnostic writers (Iren. 1. 
5. 4), and was not without a history. Its fundamental 
idea is “reality.” Pseudo-Aristotle (de Mundo, iv. 21, etc.), 
opposes that which exists cat’ éudacw (apparently), to 
that which exists xa@’ trdctacw (in reality). In Stoic 
usage UmdcTacis was equivalent to ovc/a, and so in the 
earliest ecclesiastical use the two words appear to be 
synonymous. Thus trocracis is found in the sense of 
ovoia in Dionysius of Rome, in a passage repudiating 
those who sever the Godhead into three separate hypostases 
and three Deities, and this interchange of the two words 
lingered long into the period of the Arian controversy : 
even Gregory of Nyssa still uses the words as synonym- 
ous? But at an early stage there arose a tendency to 
discriminate, and to restrict tmdcracis to the Divine 
Persons. This tendency appeared first at Alexandria,‘ 
and though Athanasius at first uses the terms as equi- 
valent,” his later usage seems to suggest the distinction 
afterwards fixed by the Cappadocian Fathers.$ 

For a catholic agreement in this final distinction was 
necessitated by the confusion which the Arian troubles 
introduced. The phrase tpels wroatdces was danger- 
ous so long as the word tmdctacws was synonymous 
with ovcia, as “dividing the substance” of Deity. 


1 Aug. de Trin. v. 8. 

ap. Routh, Rel. Sacr. iii. p. 373 ; ep. 383. 

° The creed bids us speak of the Logos év ovcig and the Spirit é& 
bmoordcer (Orat. cat. mag. iv. s. fin). The Nicene symbol is another 
instance in point—in the anathemas, éf érépas troordcews Hovclas, Cp, 
Ath. Orat. c. Arian. ii. 38, iv. 1. But see Basil, Ep. exxv. 

* Orig. in Joh. tract 3; Dion. Alex. ap. Routh, Rel, Sacr. iii. 397. 

5 e.g. Orat. c. Arian. iii, 65, iv. 1. 

5 See above, pp. 362 ff. 
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Athanasius had already anticipated the work of discrimina- 
tion: ovcia, he taught, was the common undifferentiated 
substance of Deity; tzocracis was Deity existing in a 
personal mode, the substance of Deity with certain 
special properties (ovcla peta tivwy idwwpdtwv). The 
Council of Alexandria, held in 362 after the death of 
Constantius, was important as marking an attempt to 
adjust the confusions and difficulties produced by the 
divergence which had grown up between East and West. 
It offered an opportunity for explanation of the chief 
terms in dispute: opoovcvos was cleared of all Sabellian 
connotation ; the phrase tpels troctdceus was sanctioned 
as an allowable mode of speech, though not without pro- 
test on the part of some prominent Western bishops. 
Ultimately the Nicene formula was recommended as a 
standard, and the use of other phraseology was dis- 
couraged. The work of this council was supplemented 
by the labours of the three great Cappadocian Fathers, 
Basil and the two Gregories. Starting from the owo- 
ovetov, they elaborated the terminology which finally 
became accepted throughout the East: pia ovoia, tpeis 
troctaces, or pia ovola év tpiow troctdcecw. Ina 
later age the accepted distinction between the terms 
was clearly stated by John of Damascus (de Orth. fid. 
iii. 6) in the following passage, which embodies the 
results arrived at by the Cappadocians:— 

Kowov % ovala ws eldos° peptxov S& 7) vmdcTacis’ év 
éxdotn Tov omoeddav bToatdcewy TEela 7 Ovoia éoTL. 
81d od8é Siadépovaw GdAXA/ov al bToTTAGELs KaT odciar, 
GANG Kata TA copBEBNKOTA, ATWa éoTL TA YAPAKTNPLOTLKA 
iSvopata, Kat yap THY brocTtacw opiovTat ovolay peTa 
cupBeBnkoTwv .. . woTE TO KoWoy peTa TOD iOiafovTos 
eyes ) Umdctacis Kal To Kal” éavTnv bmapEav 1) ovoia 
Sé kal? éavtny ovy bpictatat GAN év Tais bToaTdccot 
Gewpetrar. 


37 
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Picws.—In relation to Oeoroyla, Pvows became iden- 
tified in the fourth century with ovota, from which it 
had been originally distinet;! thus Gregory of Nyssa 
appears to use the terms as synonymous (Orat. cat. 3). 
It should be also observed that, as applied to the God- 
head, both ovcia and dvaus tended to acquire the meaning 
person.” 

Latin Equivalents—At Alexandria in 362 an effort 
was made, as we have seen, to remedy the confusion 
produced by the divergent phraseology of the East and 
the West. In the West two words were in ordinary use, 
to both of which objections might be urged. 

The word substantia? was practically introduced by 
Tertullian as the equivalent of ovcia. Tertullian uses 
the term in the Stoic sense of 76 b7roxeipévor, i.e. the 
substratum of things, the basis of real existence, As 
such, substantia implies corporeity; and Tertullian does 
not hesitate, as we have seen, to ascribe .a kind of cor- 
poreity even to spirit* From the fact, however, that 
substantia was the Latin equivalent of the two words 
ovoia and tbroctacis, an ambiguity arose which was 
serious in proportion as the Eastern inclination to dis- 
criminate these terms became more marked. Accordingly, 
recourse was had to another term, also apparently first 
adopted by Tertullian,> namely, persona. 

The term persona was derived from Roman law, 


1 See, e.g., Ath. Orat. c. Arian, iii. 65. 

* This point acquires importance in relation to Cyril’s famous phrase, 
ula pos Tod Nbyou. 

° Essentia was a synonym for substantia, but much less frequent (Aug. de 
Trin. v. 9): Aug. gives reasons for preferring essentia, ibid. vii. 10. The 
introduction of the word essentia is traced by Seneca to Cicero, 

4 See adv. Hermog. 34-36 ; adv. Pras. vii., ix. 3 de carne Chr. xi. ete. 
Cp. Fairbairn, Christ in Mod. Theol. pp. 96-98. 

*See Hatch, Hibbert Lectures, p. 277 note. Cp. Cic. pro Cluentio, 
Xxx. ete, 
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meaning any “party” to a suit or contract having 
legal duties and rights; it thus came to mean “an 
individual” or “person” in the modern sense. The 
older Greek school had agreed with the Latins in using 
the phrase tp/a mpocwra. During the latter part of the 
fourth century, however, the phrase appeared to be open 
to the objection that it was capable of a Sabellian con- 
struction. Thus the Eastern theologians preferred 
wmoaTracis as implying distinct and independent sub- 
sistence; while the Latins continued to use persona, 
with the effect, indeed, that in the East its equivalent 
mpoowrov,: though hesitatingly employed, yet remained 
a recognised synonym for tmréotacts. 

Augustine pointed out the differences between the 
Greek and Latin terminology, and concluded by adopting 
tres persone as more suitable than the older tres substantic. 
He also declares that the terms essentia and substantia 
were in his time of comparatively recent appearance 
in theological terminology, and that the older Latin 
writers had used instead the word natura (pveus).2 The 
recognised Latin phrase is accordingly wna substantia, tres 
persone, 


C. The doctrine of subordination (brotay) td£ews) as 
taught by the Nicene theology. 

The Father (0 eds, atrd@eos) is the fountain-head or 
root of Deity (anyy or pifa tis Oeotntos). The Son 
~ and the Spirit, though coeternal and coequal, are sub- 
ordinate in rank, because the Divine essence in them is 
derived from the Father. So in the language of Nicene 
theologians the Father alone is dyévvntos, the Son is 
yévyntos: the Father is alzvos, the Son aitiards: the 
Father is 6 @eds; the Son is of Divine essence (Oeds). 


1 TIpécwmov is first found in Hippol, ¢. oct, 14; Philos. ix. 12, 
2 de Trin. v. 10, vii, 7, 11. 
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This doctrine is implied in the language of the creed, das 
x doris, Oeds é Oeod." As the original source of the 
Son’s Deity, the Father may be termed “greater” than 
the Son. So far the Nicene theology recognises the sub- 
ordinatianist ideas which had prevailed, and had been 
carried to excess, in third century writers. Athanasius, 
for example, insists on the ministerial office of the Son 
in creation, and in this connection applies to Him the 
scriptural title of the Lord’s Hand (ye/p).? Fourth 
century theology in fact assigns to the Father a pre- 
dominance, but the tendency was towards a complete 
equalisation of the Divine hypostases.* This tendency, 
it should be observed, was mainly due to a change in men’s 
conception of God. So long as the Platonistic conception 
of God as the absolute Monad, the transcendent cause and 
source of all existence, generally prevailed, it was natural, 
and indeed logically necessary, to insist on the pre- 
eminence of the Father as the fount of Deity. But the 
more ethical doctrine of Augustine lays stress on the co- 
eternal Deity of the three Divine Persons; on the fact 
that the very idea of God as Love involves a Triune 
Being. At the same time the conception of the co- 


1 Hil. de Trin. v. 39: ‘‘ Quod enim Deus est, ex Deo est.” Greg. Naz. 
Orat. xxix. 8: éxeiev [éorly, h.e. éx Tod Tarpés] ef kal wy jer éxeivor. 
Ath. Orat. c. Ar. lili. 85: Exwy didlws 6 “Lids & exer, mapa rod Marpds exe. 
Cp. thid, 86. Aug. de Trin. iv. 29: ‘‘Totius divinitatis, vel si melius 
dicitur deitatis, principium Pater est.” 

28. Jo. xiv. 28. The Father is ‘‘ greater,” 7@ rijs dpxis kal ris airlas 
doy. The subordination is a rdés not of time, but involved in the 
relationship of cause and effect. Such subordination is entirely com- 
patible with equality of essence and majesty (7d dudrimoy ris délas), 
Bas. c. Hun. i. 25. Chrys. hom. in Ep. ad Phil. p. 246 A: tkavoy 7d Tod 
Tlarpds dvoua detfar ra mpeoBeta Trot Ilarpds* xwpls yap Tovrov mdvTa TH 
avrd éore TH Ilavdt. Aug. de Trin. iv. 27 seqq. 

3 See Orat. c. Ar, ii, 31, 77; iv. 26. The Arians preferred the 
non-seriptural term édpyavov (Newman, Athanasian Treatises, vol. ii. 
p. 142). 

4 See the catena of passages collected by Bp. Westcott on S, Jo. xiv. 28. 
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inherence (wepeywpnars), and of the inseparable will and 
operation of the blessed Persons, tended towards the 
same result. In the Western theology, represented by 
Augustine and the Athanasian symbol, we find that the 
older idea of “subordination” has almost disappeared. 
The Father stands higher than the Son only in being 
ingenerate;' the Son is inferior only in having as- 
sumed human nature in the Incarnation.2 Further, 
the insistance on the dual procession of the Holy Spirit 
prepares the way for the recognition of an absolute 
equality of the Father and the Son, such as is implied 
in the Western addition of the Filioque to the creed. 
There was evidently a close connection between the single 
procession and the ante-Nicene subordinatianism, Further 
development of the doctrine of God led to the more 
scriptural mode of statement which is found in the 
Western Creed. 


D. The doctrine of the Divine generation (yévynois). 
The “generation” of the Son means that intemporal 
act or process of Divine self-communication by which 
the Godhead of the Father reproduces itself in the Son. 

The ante-Nicenes maintained that the yévynous of the 
Son was “necessary,” but not in a mechanical or fatalistic 
sense. It was to protest against this latter idea that 
they spoke of the Son as begotten by an act of will 
(Gexjoer). On the other hand, Athanasius insists that 
the Son is a Son by nature (ices) :* the fact being that 
in the Godhead freedom and necessity coincide, for God 


1 Aug. de Trin. xv. 31: ‘‘Pater enim solus ita Deus est, ut non sit 
ex Deo.” 

2 de Trin. ii. 2. Aug. insists ‘‘ minorem Filium in assumpta creatura”’ ; 
80 ibid. iv. 26. 

8 de Trin. iv. 29. Cp. tract. in Joh. xcix. 8. The addition Filioque 
found its way into the creed after the Council of Toledo, A.p. 589, 
“4 Ath, Orat, c. Ar. ii. 17, pork yévynows ; 24, pices vids, 
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ever acts according to the law of His own perfection.’ 
The act of generation cannot be represented by any 
human or physical analogies ;? it implies neither physical 
affection nor division of the Divine substance.’ It is an 
inner movement, the spring of which lies in the eternal 
goodness and love of God. Consequently, as Athanasius 
teaches, Fatherhood belongs eternally to the essence of 
God. The mode of the Divine gennesis is therefore 
inscrutable and ineffable ;* and the effect of the images 
habitually employed by the Fathers—light and its 
radiance, fountain and stream, root and plant—is not 
only to exclude all material and corporeal ideas in 
relation to so high a mystery, but to discourage 
speculation or attempts at explanation. In the careful 
language of Pearson: “The essence of God is incorporeal, 
spiritual, and indivisible, and therefore His nature is really 
communicated ... by a total and plenary communi- 
cation. .. . The Divine essence, being by reason of 
its simplicity not subject to division, and in its infinity 
incapable of multiplication, is so communicated as not 
to be multiplied; insomuch that He who proceeds by 
that communication has not only the same nature, 
but is also the same God. The Father God and the 
Word God . . . Abraham one man, Isaac another man; 
not so the Father one God, and the Word another, but 


1 This moral conception of the yévyyovs distinguishes the Catholics from 
the Arians. Athanasius is not afraid to use inconsistent expressions in 
defence of the point. Thus, Orat. c. Ar. iii. 63, he says, @eds od 
Boudjoer GAAW hier Tov Woy exer Adyor; but in iii. 66, Oedéduevds éort 
mapa Tod ILarpés. Ibid. &omep dyabds de kal rp PUoer, otrws het yevyynriKds 
TH pioe. 6 Larip. 

2 Ath. Orat. c. Ar. i. 23, yevvg obx ws of dvOpwro yervdor, yevva mévrot 
ws Oebs. Cyr. Hieros. Cat. xi. 7, mvedua 6 Beds, mvevmarixh h yévvnots, K.7.d. 

3 Orat. ¢. Ar. i. 17, 7d yévynua ob mdGos o85e pepisuds éore THs paraplas 
éxelyys odalas. Ibid. ii. 35, yévynua rédevov éx rerelov. Ibid. iii. 67, Bovd} 
Saou kal dhnbGs pice yévvnua, Cp. Newman, Arians, p. 160. 

4 Op. the language of early writers, quoted p. 312. 
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the Father and the Word both the same God.”! The 
one Godhead is common to the three Persons by simple 
identity, identitate, ut loquuntur schole, sumplici (Petav. 
de Incarn, v. 5. 5). 

In earlier ante-Nicene writings, the word yévvnews 
was freely used to denote four moments, so to speak, in 
the being of the Son of God. Language became more 
precise in later times, and it was recognised that there 
were two “generations” of the Son,—the first, the intem- 
poral Divine yévynows; the second, the assumption of 
human nature in the womb of the blessed Virgin.? 
And a distinction was made between the different 
terms used to denote the eternal Sonship and the 
Incarnation. As God, the Son is yevynrds or yevunbeis, 
“begotten” from all eternity: He is yévynua diSior, 
yévunua idvov ths odoias.t These phrases imply the 
truth of the derivation of the Son’s essence. He is 
“generate” as being the Son of God. But being very 
God, the Son is also “increate” (ayévyros, i.c. ob mounOels). 
Athanasius points out that the idea of Divine Sonship 
excludes the idea of a temporal beginning of existence or 

- creation (‘yéveous), Accordingly it was sometimes said that 
the Son was “increately generate” (dyevirws yevvntds). 

As man, on the other hand, the Son is a creature. 
He is yevntos, xtuerds, or toutes (cp. 8. Jo. i. 18, capé 
éyévero; Phil. ii. 7, yevouevos). “The word yevécOar,” 
says Athanasius, “ we assign to the manhood of the Son 

1 On the Creed, art. ii. pp. 237-247 (and notes). Cp. Ath. de Nic. Def. : 
“Men in their time become fathers of many children, but God who is 
individual is Father of the Son without being parted or affected, for there 
is neither loss nor gain to the immaterial, as in the case of men; and 
being simple in His nature, He gives absolutely and utterly all that He 
is, and thereby is Father of one only Son” (Newman, A/h. Treatises, 
vol, i. p. 27). 

2 See p. 286. 


8 See, e.g., Fifth Council, anath. 2 (ap. Petav. de Incarn. i. 9. 9). 
4 Ath. Orat. c. Ar. i, 9, 29, ete. 
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which is created, and came into being.”! For creation 
(woinots) is an outwardly directed, free act of Divine 
will bringing a substance out of nothing; whereas the 
generation (yévynois) implies an internal, necessary pro- 
cess within the Godhead, the Father’s eternal communi- 
cation of essence to the Son.? 


It is noticeable that Athanasius persistently de- 
precates the use of technical language, on the ground 
that it is non-scriptural. He would prefer to speak of 
God under His revealed title of “ Father” as directly 
implying a Divine and essential Sonship.* And this 
suggests a remark which is of importance in view of 
modern theories as to the “ development” of the Christian 
creed. Nothing is more striking in the writings of the 
Nicene period than the anxiety to avoid innovations in 
the creed of Christendom. It has been justly said: “If 
the Catholics used new terms, they did so in order to 
guard old beliefs. ... From Athanasius to Gregory of 
Nazianzus there comes an unbroken appeal to Holy 
Scripture and catholic tradition, which repels the un- 
worthy suspicion that the great Nicene teachers were 
guilty of consciously tampering with the ancient faith.” * 
In the treatise which may be said to have exercised most 
influence on the Athanasian Creed, the de Trinitate of 
Augustine, we certainly find a remarkable effort of 
Christian reason, but reason moving deliberately within 


1 Ath. Orat. c. Ar, i. 25 and 60. So the body of Christ is called rotnua, 
(Ep. ad Epict. ix.). See also Orat. c. Ar. ii. 8, 12, 46. 

* The tendency to apply the term dyévryros to the Son, though defen- 
sible, was soon abandoned, dyévvyros being reserved for the Father. See 
Newman, 4th. Treatises, i. p. 51. Op. Dorner, Person of Christ, div. i. 
vol. ii. p. 307. 

3 See Orat. c. Ar. i. 83, 34; iii. 8. de Decret. Nic. § 80 (Ath. Treatises, 
i, p. 52). 

4Swete, Zhe Apostles’ Creed, p. 88. 
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the lines of Scripture. “Men,” says Augustine, “have 
gone astray because they have lacked diligence in the 
scrutiny and study of the whole range of Scripture.”? 
Here lies the point. What we see in the progressive 
effort of the Church to adjust and perfect its terminology, 
is not the unrestricted tendency to speculate in matters 
of faith, but the deliberate endeavour to embrace in a 
coherent and intelligible system the entire revelation of 
God contained in Scripture. It cannot be too often 
repeated that Christian theology was not the outcome of 
metaphysical subtlety, but “arose, like all other human 
thought, in meditation upon a fact of experience—thé 
life and teaching of Jesus Christ.”? It is fair, however, 
to acknowledge that the recurrence to Scripture becomes 
more decided a habit in the West than in the East, 
and Augustine is specially conspicuous in this respect. 
Owing to his influence the Scriptures practically received 
a position in the life of the Church more prominent in 
the West than in the East, the speculative temper being 
less actively developed in the West.? In any case the 
result was that Scripture perpetuaily controlled and 
regulated the development of dogma: New Testament 
thoughts and reminiscences checked the tendency to 
over-definition, at least during the period when under stress 
of conflict Christology was receiving its final dogmatic 
form, namely, the period between the fourth and 
seventh centuries. 

Harnack observes that in the West there was, as a 
‘rule, only a limited amount of speculation on the doctrine 
of the Trinity.t The Divine unity, he says, was the 


lde Trin. i. 14: ‘*Erraverunt homines minus diligenter scrutantes 
vel intuentes universam seriem Seripturarum.” Cp, ili. 22, 

2 Illingworth, Bampton Lectures, p. 11. 

3 Harnack, Grundr. der Dogm. § 80, s. fin.; cp. § 29. 

4 Ibid. § 39, p. 189. 
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dogmatic basis ; the distinction of the Persons tended to 
become formal, and was stated with a kind of legal pre- — 
cision. Augustine’s great work may be said to give 
expression to this conception of the Divine Trinity. It 
is quite true that the analogies adduced by Augustine 
from the phenomena of consciousness are of a “ modalis- 
tic” kind, ie. they emphasise rather the relationships 
of the Three Persons to one another than the distinct- 
ness of their hypostatic subsistence. Augustine is more 
concerned to sustain monotheism than to insist, as earlier 
writers had done, on the distinct functions of the 
different Persons. The enduring influence of Augus- 
tine’s work on later theology can only be explained when 
we consider that the de Trinitate was an attempt to find 
expression for the facts of spiritual experience; it was 
not a mere effort to formulate a philosophical tradition! 


§ Il. Tue Doctrine or THE INCARNATION AND 
ITS TERMINOLOGY 


There are certain technical expressions relating to 
the mystery of the Incarnation which may be briefly 
discussed at this point, 

The Incarnation ? is variously described by the terms 
evavOparrnass, evodpKocis, évoapkos Tapovata or értOnwia, 
TOMATUKN Tapovala (preesentia corporalis, Aug. de Trin. 
iv. 27), etc. These expressions all imply the union 
(éveous) of human nature with the Divine in one Divine 
person. They are, of course, mostly derived from 8. 
John’s Gospel, i. 14, 6 Adryos oapE éyévero; Verbum 
caro factwm est. §, John’s phrase éyévero does not imply 

' Harnack says (Grundr. p. 190): ‘* Er selbst nie auf die Trinitat gekom- 


men ware wenn er nicht an die Uberlieferung gebunden gewesen wiire.” 
2 Op. Ath. Orat. c. Ar. i. 44, 64; ii. 6; ii. 10, ete. A list of terms is 
given by Casaubon on Greg, Nyss. Ep. ad Eustath (notes), 
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conversion into flesh; it is obviously to be qualified by 
such expressions as é\aPev, érikapBaveras (Heb. ii. 16), 
and so limited éyévero means the asswmption of a new 
nature, without connoting the abandonment of an exist- 
ing one. §. John’s words in fact teach (a) the reality 
of the human nature assumed, odp£ meaning the 
entirety of human nature;! (0) the oneness of the 
person who became flesh; while, at the same time, they 
exclude the idea that the flesh existed before it was 
thus assumed. 

We now come to consider the term of most promi- 
nent importance—évwors, wnitio (later wnio”): the union 
of two natures in one person.. Before the terminology 
had been precisely fixed the Hastern writers employed 
various synonyms for éywows: such as cvvodos (conventus), 
cuvdpopmy eis évoTyTa, ovpPRactwt~ oiKovoyiKy, cupdpvia. 
The general intention of theologians in using these forms 
of expression was to exclude certain other modes of de- 
‘scribing the connection between the two natures in our 
Lord. Thus €vwovs is carefully distinguished (a) from 
cuvadera, conjunction, or oxetixty Evacs, wnion of relation, 
terms in which Nestorius desired to embody his view of 
the relation between the Godhead and manhood in Christ ;3 
(b) from Kpaous or cvyyvars, blending of the two natures ;4 


1 Aug. de Trin. ii, 11: ‘‘Caro enim pro homine posita est in eo quod 
ait Verbum caro factum est, sicut et illud Et videbit omnis caro pariter 
salutare Det. Non enim sine anima vel sine mente: sed ita omnis caro 
ac si diceretur omnis homo.” 

2 Unio was more often used in the West as equivalent to unitas. The 
unity of Christ’s person would thus be wnio persone. Cp. unio divinitatis 
in Tert. de Res. il. 

3 Cp. p. 391. 

4On the other hand, it is noticeable that Latin writers frequently use 
misceri, niatura. See esp. Tert. de carn. Chr. 15, Apol. 21; Cyp. de 
idol. van. 2; Leo, de nativ. Serm. 3; Aug. ep. ad Volus., de Trin. iv. 
16, 30. See also Thomassin, de Incarn. Verbi, iii, 5. ovyKpaots is used 
by Greg. Naz. Ep. ad Cled. i. 4. 6; ad Cled. ii, 2, 
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(¢) capxwors, conversion into flesh of the Divine sub- 
stance; (d@) dmobéwors, exaltation of the manhood to 
Divine rank; (¢) évoixnows, mere indwelling of God in a 
human nature,—as Augustine says (de Trin. ii. 11), 
“ Aliud est enim Verbum in carne, aliud Verbum caro.” 

1. The result of the mysterious union thus described 
is the person of Christ. The catholic doctrine teaches 
that the union of natures in the incarnate Lord is hypo- 
static, 1.e. personal, by which is meant that the result of 
the union of natures is one indivisible person. The union 
is therefore described as vwous vuTootatiKn or Kad’ 
tToatacw, vais duorkh or Kata dvow, Evwcis oda dns 
or Kat’ ovoiav, ic. real; resulting in one really subsisting 
being. But the expression which prevailed is gywous Kae’ 
bmocTacwy, i.e. union in a person (personalis unitas).? The 
one person of the Redeemer is Divine, the Divine nature 
being the seat of His personality. This is the founda- 
tion of all that Christians hope and believe concerning 
redemption and the possibility of acceptance with God. 
Christ, then, is a Divine Being—the Son of God (pices 
vids). The redemptive work of Christ secures its infinite 
worth, its meritorious efficacy, from the fact that His 
person is Divine. The acts and sufferings of Christ owe 
their transcendent power and value to the fact that they 
are the acts and sufferings of God. On the other hand, 
the manhood of Christ, is impersonal. It had no exist- 
ence before it was assumed by the Logos; and it was 
created in the act by which it was assumed Thus it 


' puotxh in this connection implies that the union is (1) true or real, 
t.q. ddnOys, as opposed to the simulated union taught by Nestorius; 
(2) personal, not merely moral or relative. 

* See generally Petav. de Incarn. iii. 4, 

3 Jo. Damase. de orth. Jid, iii, 2. : ob yap Tpoimoordcy Kal? éavriy capkt 
qvwon 6 Beds Abyos. Ibid. iii. 11, 12: drapyhp avéhaBev rod TET Epod 
gupdparos, ob Kab’ éaurhy smocracapy » +. GNN’ & TH adrod vroordce 


Umdp§acay, Op, the older statements of Hippol. ¢. Noeé. xv.: 08” 7 ops 
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is not unusual with the catholic writers to speak of the 
manhood of Christ as an accident or instrument of the 
Godhead As Dr. Newman expresses it, “ In comparison 
of the Divine person who had taken flesh, what He had 
taken was not so much a nature ... as the substance 
of a manhood which was not substantive.”? The human 
nature became personal (évymécratos) only by being in- 
corporated with, assumed by, the person of the Logos.? 
In later theology it is insisted that the’ personality of 
the human nature was extinguished or absorbed by the 
person of the Word.4 

2. It is important to observe further that while 
theology denies that Christ’s nature is composite, in 
order to guard the absolute integrity and permanence of 
the two natures, Divine and human, conjoined in the 
person of the Word; it allows that there is in Christ a 
composite personality (composita hypostasis), resulting from 
the conjunction of two natures. Our Lord is acknow- 
ledged to be of dual nature (8crdods),° and consequently 


Kad? éavriy Slya Tod Adyou broorhvar HOvvaTo dia 7d ev Adyw Thy cioTacw 
éyewv, and of Leo M. Zp. xi.: ‘‘ Natura nostra non sic assumpta est ut 
prius creata, post assumeretur, sed ut ipsa assumptione crearetur.” 

1 Petay. ili, 4, §§ 15, 16.: ‘‘Adventitia et accessionis instar velut 
substantie accidens.” Thus Jo. Damasc. applies the verb mpoarpéxew to 
the manhood of Christ. We find already the phrases cupBeBykbs, Spyavor 
in Ath. Orat. c. Ar. ii. 45. Ath. seldom even speaks of the manhood as 
a nature (picis), and Cyr. Alex. follows Ath. in this point by calling the 
Logos alone ¢vois. Ath. in fact distinguishes in one passage between ¢vais 
and odpé (Orat. c. Ar. iii. 34). Cp. Newman, Ath. Treatises, vol. il. p. 293f. 

2 Ath. Treatises, vol. ii. p. 327. 

3 Thus the manhood is described sometimes as érepoiiméararos or cuvutrdc- 
raros, 1.€. év abt} TH TOD Oeod Adyou brogrdce UTocTac4. 

4 See pp. 480, 481. 

5 See Jo. Damase. de orth. fid. iii. 3; Petav. de Incarn. iii. 14, § 7. 

° Cyr. Hier. Cat. iv. 9; Greg. Naz. Orat, xxxviii. 15; Petav. ili. 15, 
§7: ‘‘Non est imperfectum Deus verbum, quia non ut perficeretur assump- 
tione carnis indiguit, sed ut caro perficeretur in melius commutata, carni 
se uniens compositus factus est qui ante erat sine dubio swmme simplex et 
incompositus perfectusque per omnia utpote Deus,” 
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though His person is one, it may be described as com- 
posite (ula trdotacis abvOetos éx vo picewr). 

In fact the word ¢vovs in relation to the doctrine of 
the Incarnation was open to misconception. As applied 
to the persons of the Trinity ¢vows was employed as a 
synonym for odcia,! The substance (ovcta) of God was no 
other than Himself. The person or nature of the Father, 
for instance, was identical with His substance.2 Hence as 
applied to God both otcia and ¢uovs tended towards the 
meaning Person ; and consequently when employed in con- 
nection with the Incarnation the word ¢vcvs had a double 
signification, which led to the confusions of monophysitism. 

(a) Thus in Cyril’s famous phrase, wlia dias tod 
Aoyou, Cyril practically means the person of the Word, 
or rather that Divine nature or substance of the Word, 
which, as one with His person, took to itself manhood. 
Indeed it is fair to say that with Cyril ¢dovs and 
imoatacts Tod Adyou practically coincide : + pvous means 
the Divine nature as it subsists in the person of the Logos. 
Cyril guarded the reality of the human nature by the 
word which Eutyches seems to have ignored, cecapxapeévy. 
There can be no doubt that by his unfortunate use of the 
term ¢vous he intended simply to secure the oneness and 
continuity of the person who became incarnate; but his 
monophysite followers stereotyped a misleading phrase, 
and identified gvovs with dréoracts. 


1Tn Aug. de Trin. vii. 7 natura is used as synonymous with substantia. 

? Aug. de Trin, vii. 11: ‘‘Neque in hac Trinitate eum dicimus personam 
Patris, aliud dicimus quam substantiam Patris. Quocirca ut substantia 
Patris ipse Pater est, non quo Pater est, sed quo est; ita et persona Patris 
non aliud quam ipse Pater est.” 

8 See above, pp. 413 ff. Routh, Rel. Sacr, iii, p. 823, gives examples in 
which even ovcla=the person of Christ. Conversely Melito, ap. Routh, 
Ret. Sacr. i, p. 121, speaks of Christ’s two natwres as obclat. 

4Cp. Harnack, Grundr. der Dogm. § 41 ; Petay. de Incarn. iv. 65 see 
also Bright’s S, Leo, note 85, 
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(o) The Council of Chalcedon made the careful distinc- 
tion between two natures (dvo ices) and the one 
person of Christ (uéa trécracis). Thus in Christology 
@vows was gradually withdrawn from its Cyrilline use. 
Cyril, as we have seen, followed Athanasius in distin- 
guishing between the Divine ¢vovs and human nature 
(cap&). vous, as ordinarily used in theology, means 
nature. In Christ there was, as Cyril expressly taught, 
a difference of natures (Siadopa rév ddccwv) though not 
‘a severance (Siatpeots). Once conjoined in Christ the two 
natures can only be separated in thought, not in fact. 
They are eternally united in His person. He is in this 
sense indivisible (advaiperos), To the person or nature 
of the Word is united the nature of man. 

3. The communicatio idiomatum, avtisoorws iStopdtor, 
follows from the relation in which the two natures in 
Christ stand to each other. That relation is described 
by Damascene in the term mepuyépnois, which thus ac- 
quires a sense distinct from that in which it is used in 
Qcoroyia. The word when used in Christology means 
that interpenctration of the two natures—that pervasion 
of the human by the Divine—which may be compared 
to the relation of soul and body,’ or to the heat of red- 
hot iron. It is this interpenetration of natures which 
underlies the communicatio idiomatum, that participation 
of attributes in virtue of which the properties strictly 
belonging only to one nature are predicable of the other, 
so that we may say The Son of God was crucified, or 
The Son of Man is in heaven. Thus we have to dis- 
tinguish between the communicatio viewed as a mode of 
speaking and as a fact. 

(a) As a mode of speaking, the communicatio idiomatum 
means simply this: that the union of two natures in 


1 Tn relation to the natures of Christ reprxdpnous thus= Lat. circwmin- 
cessio, the pervading of the human by the Divine nature, 
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aga 


Christ justifies the interchange of predicates () evwocs 
Kowa Toe Ta dvowaTta).4 

(b) As a fact the communicatio is based on the truth 
so often insisted on by Athanasius and others that the 
Divine Son really appropriates human nature and makes 
it His own, and imparts to it by the virtue of His person 
a “grace of unction” and a “grace of union,” whereby 
its natural properties are inconceivably heightened, 
expanded, and in fact “deified.”? Various rules are laid 
down by Petavius to limit and guard the communicatio 
idiomatum, but the main points may be reduced to three. 

i. We may not predicate of either nature in the 
abstract attributes which belong only to the other. The 
attributes can be only ascribed as personal (ratione sub- 
jecti) to the other nature. When we say God suffered, we 
do not mean that Deity is passible, but that He who was 
personally God suffered. In short, all predicates, whether 
Divine or human, belong to the one person, So Cyril 
insists in his fourth anathema. 

ii, It has been usually held that the mepsyopnars is 
possible only for the higher nature, which controls, 
dominates, and pervades the lower. But theologians 
may be thought to have insisted too peremptorily on this 
point:* the dvtidoo.s is surely not entirely one-sided. 
So far as we can speculate on so profoundly mysterious 
a subject, we may dare to think that in some sense the 


1Theod. Dial. iii.; cp. Greg. ad Cled. i. 6: kipvapevwv dorep Tov 
picewy otrw 5h kal Tv KAjoewv, K.7T.A. See Gore, Dissertations, p. 182 n. 

2 “ Deification” is a phrase freely used in early theology. See, e.g., Ath. 
de Incarn, x.; Orat, c. Ar, iv. ; Greg. Naz. ad Cled. i. 10; Greg. Nyss. Orat. 
cat, xxv., xxxv. (and note ad loc. in Lib. of Nic. and post-Nic. Fathers). 
The expression is generally applied (1) to Christ’s human nature; (2) to 
our human nature in His. The usual phrases are deodcAat, Ocororeic bar, 
deds ylyvecOa, Lat. deificari, deitari. The word drobéwors is a discredited 
term as conveying the idea of Nestorius that Christ was a man advanced 
for his merit to the state of Deity. Cp. Petay. de Incarn. iv. 9, 

3 ¢,9. Jo. Damase, de orth. fid. iii, 19, 
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“measures of humanity” were suffered to “ prevail” over 
the Deity, in such degree and sense that the Divine 
attributes themselves became modified or coloured by the 
union of the manhood with the Godhead. 

iL There is another phrase which expresses one logical 
consequence of the above doctrine, namely, Oeavdpixn 
évépyera, the Divine-human operation of Christ’s will. 
Of the two natures in Christ there is an “association 
always,’ so that all His acts partake of that composite 
character which may in some sense be ascribed to His 
personality. He is the God-man, and His acts accord- 
ingly are Divine-human. On this expression we have 
already commented elsewhere.t 


The chief technical terms employed to describe the 
mystery of the Incarnation have now been briefly dis- 
cussed. The terminology went through a long and slow 
process of elaboration, each term being tested, disputed, 
and carefully defined before it was finally adopted. Thus 
in regard to terminology we may readily. admit that there 
has been a process of development, whereas in regard to 
the substance of the faith there has been none. The 
exact phraseology of the Creed was intended merely to 
guard the central fact which Christians knew to be the 
essence of their faith. Whatever tended to secure the 
reality of that redemptive union between God and man ~ 
which was a matter of intimate experience to Christian 
hearts; whatever tended to guard it amid the shocks of 
intellectual disputation; whatever commended it to the 
minds of thoughtful men, was only adopted after 
patient scrutiny as the fitting vehicle of a saving truth. 
And thus in the exact and luminous definitions which 
we meet with in later Greek theology we may well 

1See p. 481; cp. [Hippol.]c. Beron. et Helic. Fragm. viii.: wydév Oetov 
yupwov Tbparos éevepyjoas pndev dvyOpwmivoy 6 ards &uorpov dpdcas Oedryros. 


38 
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recognise “that the great thoughts of the Greek mind 
were guided by a higher power, and consecrated to a 
nobler end, than ever their authors dreamed of.”4 We 
may readily admit that the process of definition was 
carried perhaps to the extreme limit of what was useful 
and salutary, but we ought to frankly acknowledge that 
the process was an inevitable one if the faith of Chris- 
tians was ever to receive intellectual expression; in- 
evitable, because (in the words of the writer already 
quoted) “ thoughtful men must meditate upon the things 
which they believe, and endeavour to give articulate ex- 
pression to what is implicitly contained in the principles 
by which they live.”* Yet nothing can be more explicit 
than the declaration of Christian writers that the subject 
of theological inquiry transcends not only the capacity 
of language, but thought itself. “Inasmuch as , our 
thought,” says Augustine, “when we meditate on the 
Divine Trinity, feels itself very far from equal to the 
subject on which it thinks, nor can conceive that subject 
as it really is,... I ask help of God, and pardon if 
in aught I offend. For I am mindful, not only of my 
good intent, but of my infirmity.” 

The philosophical habit of mind which the Greek 
Fathers inherited was to a certain extent naturalised in 
the Western Church, and it is thought by some writers 
to have been a disastrous factor in the development of 
theology, overlaying the original facts of Christianity 
with an accretion of mere inferences and human 
speculations. But it is a mistake to forget that the 
philosophical temper of the great Greek theologians, and 
of their successors in the Latin Church, was constantly 
kept in restraint both by a profound apprehension of the 

J. R. Mlingworth in Lua Mundi, p. 202. 


* J. R. Illingworth, Bampton Lectwres, pp. 9, 10. 
3 de Trin. v. 1. ‘Cp. Hatch, Hibbert Lectures, p. 137, 
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fundamental Christian facts, and by a devotional temper 
to which dogmatic statements ever appeared secondary 
in importance to the truths enshrined in them. Athan- 
asius expressly declares that “formal modes of statement 
(Aé£eus) are not prior to realities (odedaz), but the realities 
are first, and secondary to them the formule.”! In any 
case it should be borne in mind that the high elaboration 
of the terminology corresponds to the complexity of the 
Christian facts themselves. The Incarnation is one of 
those mysteries “which unless it were too vast for our 
full intellectual comprehension would surely be too 
narrow for our spiritual needs.” Consequently we 
have no just reason to be surprised if the theological 
terms and definitions by which precision is given to a 
particular doctrine, wear a somewhat formal and scholastic 
appearance. On the other hand, one advantage of a closer 
acquaintance. with patristic literature is that the student 
gains an increasing sense of the perennial motive which 
underlay the efforts of Christian teachers to construct a 
scientific terminology. That motive was the desire more 
intelligently to grasp and more securely to guard the 
. revealed facts on which the doctrine and ethics of the 
Church ultimately rest. Augustine truly says: Non 
impudenter in ila que supra sunt divina et ineffabilia 
pretas fidelis ardescit; non quam suarum virium inflat 
arrogantia, sed quam gratia ipsius creatoris et salvatoris 
inflammat. The technical language of theology is no 
mere product of “an instinctive tendency to throw ideas 
into a philosophical form.”* For throughout the process 
of definition philosophic interest was quickened by 
religious faith, and the love of speculation was restrained 
by the temper of reverence. 
1 Orat. c. Arian. ii. 3. 


? Balfour, The Foundations of Belief, p. 269. 
3 de Trin. v. 2. 4 Hatch, Zc. p. 133. 
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It seems natural at this point to say something of the 
formulation of the two august doctrines which have been > 
under review, as it appears in the Athanasian Creed. 

This exposition of the Creed seems to have been first 
promulgated in Southern Gaul. Waterland was inclined 
to assign the authorship to an individual, possibly Hilary, 
abbot of the monastery of Lerins, and afterwards bishop 
of Arles. If this supposition be correct the date of the 
Creed would be about 430. Recent. investigation tends 
to confirm both the original unity and the fifth-century 
origin of the document, in spite of the fact that no clear 
indication of its existence in its present form appears 
before the eighth century, and that the earliest Greek 
version of the Symbol belongs to the thirteenth, All 
that can at present be said with certainty is, that since 
the age of Charlemagne the Creed has been ascribed to 
Athanasius and used in different parts of the Western 
Church; that it displays the influence of Augustine’s 
writings (especially his Sermons and his treatise de 
Trinitate), and perhaps also that of Vincent’s Commoni- 
torwwm; and, finally, that its formal acceptance dates 
from a period a good deal subsequent to its composi- 
tion.” It deals with the doctrines (1) of the Trinity chiefly 
in relation to unitarian and tritheistic® error; (2) the 
Incarnation, in opposition to Nestorianism and mono- 
physitism. 

} The Creed should rather be called a canticle, or exposition of the Creed. 

* For Waterland’s view, see his Works, vols. iii. and iv. The ques- 
tion of the origin and date of the Creed is carefully discussed in several 
well-known English works, of which Mr. Ommaney’s Early Hist. of the 
Athanasian Creed (London, 1880) and Mr. A. E. Burn’s The Athanasian 
Creed and its Early Commentaries (in Teats and Studies, iv, 1) may be 
specially mentioned. See also Mr. Burn’s Introd. to the History of the 
Creeds, and Loofs’ art. ‘‘ Athanasianum” in Real-Encyklopadie (ed. 8). 

* A doctrine indistinguishable from tritheism was professed by John 


Ascusnages of Constantinople in the reign of Justinian. See Hagen- 
bach, § 96. 
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(1) The equality and unity of the three Divine Persons 
is stated in verses 3-20 of the symbol. After excluding 
(v. 4) the Sabellian confusion of persons, and the Arian 
division of the Divine substance, in language akin to that 
of Augustine, “hee omnia nec confuse unum sunt, nec 
disjuncte tria,” the Creed proceeds to state the doctrine 
of the Trinity in a form which appeared in the Latin 
Church during the second half of the fourth century: Et 
tamen non tres ceterni sed unus ceternus, ete. (vv. 11, 12). 
The Eastern Church appears never to have adopted this 
mode of expression. It seems to be first used by Ambrose 
in 381, and is explained and defended by Augustine in 
the de Trinitate (v. 9). This mode of speech served to 
meet the Arian charge that the catholic doctrine was 
tritheistic; it also guarded against the Arian assertion 
that the three Persons of the Trinity differed in kind 
and degree -of perfection. The Catholics by “one 
Divinity ” mean “ equal, undivided, inseparable Divinity.” 
In illa summa Trinitate .. . tanta est inseparadilitas 
ut cum Trinitas hominum non possit dici unus homo, 
illa unus Deus et dicatur et sit; nec in uno Deo sit Alla 
. Trinitus, sed unus Deus The three Persons of the 
Godhead do not differ in kind, or attributes, or perfec- 
tions. Thus “omnipotence” or “incomprehensibility ” 2 
is one attribute common to the three. 

The distinctions between the Persons are given in vy. 
20-23. The property (é6sorns) of the Father is “to be of 
none” (ayevvycia). This is expressed in the words Pater 


1 Aug. de Trin. xv. 48. Sov. 9, ‘‘Trinitas unas Deus.” Cp. Leo Magn. 
Serm. lxxy. 1 and 2; ‘‘ Huius enim beate Trinitatis incommutabilis deitas 
una est in substantia, indivisa in opere, concors in voluntate, par in 
potentia, equalis in gloria’ (quoted by Hagenbach, § 95). 

2 Immensus = either (1) ‘‘not to be comprehended by the mind,” or pos- 
sibly (2) Gk. dxarddqrros, ‘‘ not contained within local bounds,” ‘‘ omni- 
present.” Cp. Aug. de Trin. v. 9: ‘‘Sicut non dicimus tres essentias sic non 

‘dicimus tres magnitudines ; sed unam essentiam et unam magnitudinem,” 
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a nullo est factus, for which Waterland suggests a nullo est 
[neque] factus, in accordance with one Greek copy which | 
has 0 wathp am’ ovdevos éot, omitting words altogether. 
The Son is described as a Patre solo, in contradistinction 
to the Holy Spirit, who is a Patre et Filo. With regard 
to the expression nec genitus applied to the Holy 
Spirit, we should notice that non genitus, “ unbegotten,” 
came to be distinguished from “ingenitus (dryévntos) 
absolutely “underived,’ which could only be predi- 
cated of the Father. Waterland -quotes Abelard as 
saying solum Patrem ingenitum dicimus, h.e. a seipso non 
ab alio.+ 

In the verses (24—26) which sum up the doctrine of the 
Trinity, the words in hac Trinitate nihil prius aut posterius, 
mihi majus aut minus refer not to order or office, but 
only to duration and dignity. Later theology does 
not altogether ignore the doctrine of subordination 
(imotayn T4£ews), which is recognised in thé Augustinian 
doctrine that the distinctions of the three blessed 
Persons are distinctions of relationship, though not of 
nature. 

(2) The doctrine of the Incarnation is expounded in 
vv. 29-39. In general we should observe (a) the 
absence of any expression that directly recognises two 
natures in Christ, or absolutely excludes the monophysite 
view ; (0) the absence also of any mention of Christ’s 
human nature as being consubstantial with ours, which is 
a mark of post-Eutychian theology. Waterland seems 
to argue correctly that this portion of the Creed probably 
is earlier than 4512 THe points out that the phrase 
non conversione Deitatis in carnem (vy. 35) would have 
been more cautiously expressed in post-Eutychian 
theology: the error aimed at is clearly Apollinarian, as 
in perfectus homo, v.32. The phrase wnus Christus is 

10p. Aug. de Trin, iv. 27, * Works, vol. iv. p. 246, 
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derived from Augustine.’ It is meant that Christ is one 
person, though His two natures remain distinct (uvatxy) 
diadopa4). This truth is illustrated in v. 35 by the 
celebrated comparison sicut anima rationalis, etc. This 
comparison meets us in Gregory Nazianzen,? Augustine? 
and others. It played an important part in theological 
controversy. The Eutychians used the simile to illus- 
trate their tenet that there was only one nature in 
Christ. The point of its use by catholic theology is 
simply this: in man we see two distinct substances 
combined—a material and mortal substance, with an 
immaterial and immortal. So in Christ’s one person are 
inseparably united two distinct substances, the human 
nature and the Divine. The simile is in fact an illustra- 
tion of the distinctness of the two natures (fuavxy) 
Svadopd), but it is not more than an illustration. Petavius 
acknowledges that the point where the simile fails is 
that soul and body are two imperfect natures; neither 
apart from the other has personality (mpodyovaap 
iméatacwv) ; whereas the two natures conjoined in Christ 
are perfect. He is “perfect God and perfect man”; 
“whereas body and soul are but parts of one whole,— 
human nature. If not overpressed, however, the simile 
is important : it illustrates the unity of personality, with 
the distinctness of natures.‘ 

The following verses describe the historical manifesta- 


1 Tract in Joh. \xxviii. 3. 2 Ep. ad Cled. i. 4. 

8 See Aug. Ep. ad Volus. : ‘‘ Nam sicut in unitate persone anima unitur 
corpori ut homo sit; ita in unitate persone Deus unitur homini ut 
Christus sit. In illa ergo persona mixtura est anime et corporis; in hac 
persona mixtura est Dei et hominis, ” etc. Cp. Enchir. xxxvi.; Serm. 
elxxiv.; Maxim. de duab. nat. Chr. 2; éml dé to8 dvOpdérov ratrérns pév 
dort mpoowmou, érepbrns 5é odardv" évds yap bvTos 2vOpdrov ddAns ovoltas dorw 
 Wuxh Kal dddAns fy odp&* dopolws 5é kal él rod deomérov Xpicrod’ Tabrérns mév 
éort mpoowmou, éreporns 5¢ obartiv’ évds yap bvTos mpoowrou Hroi VrocTaoews, 
_ érépas ovolas éoriv 4 Bedrns, Kal érépas 7 dvOpwirdrns. 

4 See Petay. de Jncarn, iii. 9, where the point is fully discussed. 
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tion of the Son, on the lines of the Nicene Creed. With 
regard to the last clause, Waterland remarks that “ this — 
is to be understood like all other such general proposi- 
tions, with proper reserves and qualifying constructions.” 
The positive truth implied is man’s accountableness for 
his belief as well as his practice, and the dependence of 
character on creed. “If,” says Augustine,” “we believe 
falsely concerning the Trinity, our hope will be empty, 
and our charity not unsullied.” 


§ II. Tat Humanity or Curist 
1. The Perfection of Christ's Human Nature 


The definitions of the Church which excluded the 
tenets of Apollinaris and Eutyches were so framed as 
to guard the reality, integrity, and permanence of that 
human nature which the Son of God by an act of infinite 
condescension assumed. Only if human hature in its 
completeness had been taken into the Godhead was the 
fact of salvation assured. The Son of God became per- 
fectly human (redéws dvOpw7ros). Thus human nature 
was in Him, in virtue of His person and work, really 
redeemed.* He assumed our nature in its entirety, “was 
made like unto us in all things sin only except.” He 
Was ouoovoros tyuiv Kata tv avOpwmrérnta. 

Such was in fact the teaching of the Gospels con- 
cerning the historical Christ. Jesus Christ had a body 
subject to the ordinary laws of nurture and growth ; 
liable to sinless human infirmities, weariness, hunger, and 
pain, but not to defects or disease. He partook of flesh 


1 So in verse 26, dta sentiat de Trinitate isto be observed. A man is to 
be thus minded, ‘if not thus explicitly or in every particular yet thus in 
the general or implicitly ” (Waterland, quoting Wycliffe). 

2 de Trin. viii. 8. 

° Ath. ad Epict. vii. 8dov rot dvOpwrov owrnpla éyévero, 
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and blood; and the flesh which had become to mankind 
the sphere and organ of sin was by Him assumed as the 
instrument of service and obedience, of healing power 
and atoning sacrifice.’ Christ also had a human soul, 
the seat of His human affections and emotions, compas- 
- sion, distress, fear, so that a real experience of trial and 
suffering was possible for Him. Before His passion 
His soul was troubled, and exceeding sorrowful even unto 
death. Further, He was endowed with a real human 
will, to which there are repeated allusions in the Gospels, 
and which is indeed implied in the fact that our Lord 
frequently prayed. The human will in Christ was real, 
though it was ever united to the Divine will, and subject 
to its control. The temptation however is a proof 
that this subjection did at times involve painful and 
prolonged effort and struggle? Finally, our Lord 
possessed a true human spirit. He is said to have waxed 
strong in spirit; to have sighed in spirtt; and in His death 
He commends His spirit to the Father. The spirit in 
man is that element in his nature which is capable of 
communion with God; that by which he enters into 
- relation with God; that on which the Spirit of God 
acts. This element our Lord possessed in its integrity. 
It was His spirit which could be possessed, reinforced, 
enabled, sustained by the Holy Spirit. Jn the power 


19, Lk. ii, 52, ete. As to our Lord’s exemption from sickness or 
disease, see Bp. Kingdon, God Incarnate, pp. 87 ff. It would seem that 
our Lord accepted all that was common to man without taking on Him- 
self special and individual forms of infirmity. He experienced what was 
universal, not what was peculiar or eccentric. It was in the passion, 
we believe, that He sustained actually ‘‘all the collective burden of 
human-sickness.” Op. S. Mt. viii. 17; 1 Pet. ii. 24; and see Liddon, 
Bampton Lectures, pp. 19-23. 

29, Jo. xii. 27; S. Mt. xxvi. 38; on which passages Origen remarks, 
‘¢ Unde videtur quasi medium quoddam esse anima inter carnem infirmam 
et spiritum promptum” (de Prine. ii. 8. 4). 

3 See Liddon, Bampton Lectures, pp. 263-267. 
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of the Spirit He could work miracles. In the moment 
of dereliction it is the spirit that passes through the 
experience of desolation. But perhaps the most im- 
portant point to remember is that it is Christ’s human 
spirit that may be regarded as the seat of His Divine 
personality.t 

Thus our Lord’s manhood was so completely akin to 
ours, that it was possible for Him to pass through a 
complete human experience, and to sanctify each stage 
of normal human development. This is the point of a 
beautiful passage of Ireneus.? “Jesus Christ,” he says, 
“came to save all through means of Himself. He 
therefore passed through every age, becoming an infant 
for infants, a child for children, a youth for youths, an 
elderly man for elderly men, that He might be a perfect 
Master for all,” ete. ; 

One or two points which seem to present special 
difficulty may be most appropriately touched upon in 
this place. And first, in spite of the fact that Christ’s 
human nature was endowed with a spirit and a will, the 
Church has ever taught that His manhood was imper- 
sonal. It was felt that, if Christ was an individual 
human person, the redemption of human nature would 
be illusory. As Hooker insists, “that one [individual] 
should have been advanced and no more,” a consequence 
which would conflict with the fundamental fact of 
Christian consciousness — the assurance of universal 


1See Westcott, note on Heb, ix. 14; Godet on Corinthians, vol. i. 
pp. 157, 158 ; Mason, Faith of the Gospel, pp. 146f. The most important 
passages are S, Lk. ii. 40, x. 21, xxiii, 46; S. Jo. xi, 33. Cp. 8. Mk. 
viii, 12. The word mvedua appears to have four distinct meanings in 
relation to Christ—(1) His human spirit ; (2) the Holy Spirit acting in 
His manhood—see §, Mt. xii. 28; S. Lk. iv. 1 3 1 Pet. iii. 18, 19; (8) 
vaguely the ‘‘higher nature” of Christ—see Rom. i, 4; 1 Tim, iii, 16; 
(4) possibly “the Godhead ” in Heb. ix, 14, 

2 Tren, ii, 22, 4, 
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redemption in Christ. The later Greek theologians even 
insisted that, if Christ’s manhood were personal, a fourth 
person would have been introduced into the Divine 
Trinity, and sometimes this very charge was urged 
against the Nestorians.! The human nature of our 
Lord “loses the privilege of a personality of its own in 
order to gain the special prerogative of belonging to the 
second Person of the Trinity.” It subsisted in the 
Divine nature “not existing as we exist, but, so to say, 
grafted on Him, or as a garment in which He was clad.”? 
It will be said that this doctrine is unintelligible and 
self-contradictory ; that will is inconceivable apart from 
personality, and manhood incomplete, but the answer is 
that in some way it expresses facts of Christian con- 
sciousness which lie beyond analysis, nor can it be said 
to do violence to the profound mystery which encom- 
passes the’ whole subject of personality® The fact 
which the doctrine is intended to guard is that a Divine 
person actually assumed our nature, sanctified it, and 
won for it acceptance with God. The personality which 
took manhood,—“ laid hold” of it, as Scripture vividly 
.says (Heb. ii. 16),—remained ever one and the same, 
supreme, independent, and sovereign over the created 
nature. Consequently all that the eternal Word did or 
suffered as man belongs and is attributable to His 
person. “Being God, He took a body to be His own 
(Wov), and using this as an implement, He became 


1 See Petav. de Incarn. v. 10. 8, quoting Proclus, ef dAdos 6 Xpiords kai 
Gos 6 Adyos ovKére Tplas GAG TETpAS. 

2 Newman, Ath. Treatises, ii. 293, 

8 See Illingworth, Bampton Lectwres, note 10 (p. 240). It has heen 
suggested that the absence of human personality may correspond to the 
fact that our Lord had no human father; that ‘‘while the plastic form 
of humanity is derived from the woman, personality is transmitted in 
some mysterious way from the father.” Consequently the manhood 
taken by the Word from Mary’s substance would be impersonal. See 
’ R. M. Benson, Comm. on Romans, p. 187. 
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man for our sake. And therefore what is proper to the 
flesh is ascribed to Him—hunger, for instance, and thirst 
and suffering; . . . and the flesh ministers to the opera- 
tions of the Godhead, for the body was that of God... 
and while He, indeed, suffered no detriment therefrom, 
we were being delivered from our own evil affections, 
and were being fulfilled with the righteousness of the 
Word.” } 

This is the real kernel of the Christian belief as it 
finds expression in the doctrine of the impersonal man- 
hood. But there is another point to be briefly noticed, 
touching the nature of the manhood assumed. It is the 
catholic doctrine that the Word took our flesh physically 
such as the Fall had left it. As Athanasius insists, “ He 
took upon Him the flesh which had been enslaved to 
sin,’? subject to corruption, infirmity, and death, “for 
death was proper (/5cov) to human beings” ; but untainted 
by sin, which is no true element in human nature, no 
original defect of unfallen man, but incurred by moral 
transgression and transmitted by descent. The Word 
assumed human nature, then, sinless indeed and untainted, 
but subject to the inheritance of weakness, suffering, and 
death, which had resulted from sin. For it was the 
very nature which had fallen under the curse that was 
to be cleansed, exalted, and redeemed, and accordingly 
the Son of God came into the world in the likeness of 
human flesh? The very body that was subject to corrup- 
tion was by Him, the Life indeed, to be lifted into the 
glory of incorruption; for His control over the body 
was complete. He had power even to overrule or 
counteract the proper laws of bodily existence, as when 


? Ath. Orat. ¢. Ar. iii. 31, Cp..a fine passage in Ep. ad Epict. vi. 

* Ibid. i. 43,44. Leo, ad Flav. [ Hp. XXvVili.] 8, ‘‘Suscepta est ab eterni 
tate mortalitas,” 

* See below (on the Temptation of Christ), p, 612. 
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He walked upon the waves or fasted forty days and 
nights. He had power to check the natural emotions 
of His human nature! He was troubled, Augustine 
observes, because He willed it; sorrowed because He 
willed it; died because He willed it. And this thought 
forms a natural transition to the next section, in which 
we shall consider the effects as they are revealed to us of 
that operation of an invincible and perfect will which we 
adore in the humiliation of Christ.? 


2. The Self-limitation of the Son of God 


The kenosis or self-limitation of the Divine Son is 
necessarily a mysterious fact of which no adequate con- 
ception can be formed from a metaphysical or purely logical 
a priort standpoint. It must throughout be viewed 
ethically, as the act of a being who is akin to man in that 
which is highest and most distinctive of moral personality, 
namely, self-determining will and self-sacrificing love. 
Further, the Incarnation is only one stage in a process 
which had already begun in creation. In creation God 
voluntarily limited Himself. He showed Himself willing 
to forego part of His absolute prerogative in admitting 
other beings to a relative independence as over against 
Himself.2 The Incarnation is a further self-limitation, 
conditioned by a purpose of love, the desire to aid man- 
kind by sympathy from within rather than by power 
from without, or, more strictly, by a blending of pity and 


1Cp. S. Jo, xi. 34, eveBpypjoaro. 

2 Tract. in Joh. xlix. 18: ‘‘In Illius potestate erat sic vel sic affici vel 
non affici . . . Anima et caro Christi cum Verbo Dei una persona est, 
unus Christus est. Ac per hoc ubi summa potestas est secundum voluntatis 
nutum tractatur infirmitas; hoc est ¢wrbavit semetipsum.” Cp. Ath. Orat. 
c. Ar, ili. 57, to the same effect. 

3 Ath. Orat. c. Ar. ii. 64: xal kar dpxhy pev Snpcoupyav 6 Néyos Ta 

-xrlopata, cvyKaTaBeBnKe Tots yevnTots, K.T.r. 
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power in one supreme act of condescension. In what 
manner and under what conditions the Son of God 
could deliberately forego the natural mode of Divine 
existence, we cannot conceive. But we believe that He 
did “become poor” in such sense that He voluntarily laid 
aside the exercise of those attributes of Deity that would 
have hindered a real human experience. In taking flesh 
the infinite Being entered on an existence subject to limits 
of space, time, and development. But regarded on its 
ethical side, such self-limitation dogs not seem to con- 
tradict the essence of the absolute personality. Finally, 
there is a further stage in this Divine process; the 
act of condescension seems to reach its climax in the 
mystery of God’s indwelling Presence as it is effected 
through the agency of the Holy Spirit. There is a 
kenosis in what we may call the sacramental life of wour 
Lord, which is an extension of the incarnate life. God 
with us is the preliminary stage of a revelation of self- 
sacrifice, which culminates in the mystery Christ in us, 
the hope of glory. 

It has been justly said that we ought to have no 
interest in minimising Christ’s experience of humiliation? 
because it is in itself morally glorious. It is a supreme 
display of the moral energy of a righteous and loving 
will; and there is no necessary limit to the possi- 
bility of self-abnegation—at least for a holy being— 
except such as is imposed by perfect sinlessness, At 
the very outset we should clearly set before ourselves 
the nature of the series of acts which we speak of as 
the humiliation of Christ. The entire process of con- 
descension is a display not of weakness, but of infinite 
moral strength. What we should venerate in the kenosis 
of the Son of God is the triumphant power of an 
unswerving will, persisting under the utmost pressure of 

1Qol. i. 27; Eph. iii, 17, * Bruce, Humiliation of Christ, p. 35. 
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distress and trial in a morally glorious action. As 
Gregory of Nyssa well says, “That the omnipotence of 
the Divine nature should have had strength to descend to 
the lowliness of humanity, furnishes a more manifest 
proof of power than even the greatness and supernatural 
character of the miracles. For something pre-eminently 
great to be effected by Divine power is in a manner 
accordant with and consequent upon the Divine nature. 
. . . But this His descent to the lowliness of man is a 
kind of superabundant display of power, which thus 
finds no check even in directions which contravene nature. 
It is not the vastness of the heavens and the 
bright shining of its constellations, the order of the 
universe and the unbroken administration over all exist- 
ence, that so manifestly displays the transcendent power 
of the Deity, as this condescension to the weakness of 
our nature,—the way in which sublimity is actually seen 
in lowliness, and yet the loftiness descends not.” This 
is a note which was not uncommonly sounded in the age 
when the deeper questions connected with the mystery 
of the Incarnation were first raised. Thus Athanasius 
insists against the Arians that it is an error to insist on 
“what is possible (rd Suvarov) for a Divine Being; we 
must rather consider what is morally fitting (ro mpézrov).3 
Hilary carries this thought more into detail when he 
insists that even the sufferings of our Lord were 
triumphs of love* and power,—a conception which is 
plainly suggested by the language of S. Paul (Col. ii. 15), 
and which seems to be specially present to 8. John’s mind 
when he records those utterances of the Saviour in which 


1 Tleprovola rls éore THs Ouvduews, 

2 Orat. cat. mag. xxiv. 3 Cp. also Greg. op. cit. c. ix. 

4 de Trin. bk. x. 48. Cp. Chrys. hom. 7%. in Act.: od dy dé ris dudproe 
kal 7d mdOos mpatty Kddeoas* ev TO yap wabely erolnce Td weya Kal 
. Oavpacroy epyov éxcivo, Tov Odvarov KaTauhvoas, K.T.N. 
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the passion is regarded as glorification.t All will depend 

on our point of view; what was a stumblingblock to the 

Jew was, in the eyes of S. John, the manifestation of 
transcendent glory. If Love is the supreme attribute of 

the Divine nature, the metaphysical difficulties raised as 

to the “ unchangeableness ” of God? seem to give way to 

moral considerations; the abstract attributes of Deity 

must in the last resort be compatible with a real power 

of condescension, a real display of pity. 

The question, however, next arises, How is the status 
exrnanitionis to be understood? and we must clearly 
understand that it is only possible to speak on this point 
with the utmost reserve. Various ideas have been stated 
on the subject by early Fathers of the Church; and as we 
have seen, the subject of Christ’s humiliation was the 
subject of keen disputation in Germany during the earlier 
period of the Reformation,—some contending for a con- 
cealment of the Divine attributes in Christ (Kryptiker), 
the possession but not the use of them, others for a kind 
of self-depotentiation of the Divine nature (Kenotiker). But 
instead of discussing these conflicting theories we shall 
content ourselves with stating what seem to be fixed 
points, leaving all that lies beyond those points as hid 
among the secret things of God. Thus it is safe to lay 
down the following propositions. 

(1) The status exinanitionis implies a real voluntary 
act of condescension: éaurdy éxévwoev (Phil. ii. 7), 
emt@yevoev Tovatos wv (2 Cor. viii. 9). The point here 
is that to the Son of God His self-humiliation was a free 

Cp. 8. Jo. vii. 89, xii. 23, 28, 32, xiii. 31, xvii. 1, 5; Bruce, Humilia- 
tion of Christ, p. 35; Martensen, Christ. Dogmaties, § 133. 

* This difficulty is discussed by Aug. de Trin. v. 17,—an important pas- 
sage. Soin vii. 5: ‘ Factus est nobis via temporalis per humilitatem, 
que mansio nobis eterna est per divinitatem .. . Semetipsum exin- 


anivit, non mutando divinitatem suam, sed nostram mutabilitatem 
assumendo.” Cp, Gore, Dissertations, p, 173, 
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and deliberate act of will. “He allowed economically 
the limitations of humanity to prevail over Himself,” 
says Cyril;! they prevail then over the Logos, but dy 
His own consent. According to Gregory of Nyssa, an 
essential faculty of the Logos is the power of deliberate 
choice; it is the main element indeed in rational 
existence.” The frequent habit of theologians since Cyril 
of Alexandria has been to represent the human growth 
and development of Christ docetically, because they 
have argued logically and have been apt to overlook the 
element of voluntariness in the kenosis. This tendency 
was carried, as we have seen, to disastrous lengths by 
John Damascene and Thomas, Aquinas. They have 
forgotten the considerations so eloquently urged by 
earlier writers like Gregory of Nyssa as to the moral 
sublimity of the kenosis if viewed from the standpoint 
which asks not what is possible for God, but what is 
worthy of Him. The humiliation of Christ is to be 
regarded therefore—nay, it is surely revealed in Scrip- 
ture—as being a voluntary act of love; a state maintained 
by a continuous act of unwearied will; a “voluntary per- 
-geverance in the mind not to assert equality [with God] 
on the part of one who could do otherwise.”* It was the 
great merit of some early Fathers, notably of Hilary, that 
they gave prominence to this truth. They represented our 
Lord’s self-abasement as the effect of continuous loving 
acts of will. They insisted that the Son of God remained 
at every moment in absolute possession of power over 
Himself, and accordingly they reverenced in the incarnate 
Christ the tenacity and persistence of a holy will.® 


1 Quod unus etc. Migne, P.G. 75, p. 1332. 
2 Cat. orat. mag. 1: el ody 67 6 Adyos 6 fwh ay, Kal mpoatperixhy ddivapuv 


exer rdVTOS. * Bruce, Humil. of Christ, p. 22. 
+ Op. Dorner, Person of Christ, div. i, vol. ii. p. 411. 
5 Cp. Anselm, Cur Deus Homo? i,c. 10, ‘‘ Accepts bone voluntatis 


“ spontanea et amata tenacitas,”’ 


39 
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(2) These considerations lead us to believe that there 
was occasionally at least a “ quiescence” of the Divine 
nature of Christ; in His temptation, in His endurance of 
suffering, in His passion, we must think that there was 
areal self-restraint of the “ beams of Deity”; the support 
of His Godhead was in a measure withdrawn.! This would 
be compatible with the possibility of a real human experi- 
ence. “Tf,” says Bishop Martensen, “ the Incarnation and 
the idea of Christ’s mediatorship are to be realities, it must 
also be a reality that God felt the limitations of human 
nature as His own limitations, that He experienced the 
states of human nature as His own states.”? A Divine 
Being in the Incarnation assumed our manhood really, 
and not in semblance; passing through each stage of it; 
exalting but not extinguishing its proper faculties and 
functions; exercising a true human will; suffering ‘the 
trials of a human spirit. In a word, in the status 
exinanitions God was really acting and working under 
conditions of manhood. The protest of S. Ignatius against 
the docetists of his day must be repeated whenever 
the attempt is made to impugn the reality of the self- 
sacrifice which the Christian creed ascribes to God. 
There is moral sublimity in deliberately refraining from 
the exercise of faculties, and the use of capacities or 
privileges, which a Divine Being rightly claims. We must 
not in any case rob the words értwyeveevy TrOvatOS WY 
of their legitimate force, because we are not able to ex- 
plain the conditions under which such a fact was possible. 


1 See the celebrated passage of Irensus, iii. 19. 3: fouvydtovros per Tod 
Adyou év T@ meipdgerOar Kal cravpodcbar kal droOvicKew: suyywouevov 
5 7H avOphTw ev Te vixav Kal brouevery Kal XpnorevecOar Kal dvicracbat 
kal dvadauBdveoOar. [Ambrose] explains exinanivit se as “ potestatem 
suam ab opere retraxit” (Comm. in Ep. ad Phil. ii. 7), Hilary speaks 
of the Logos as ‘‘ tempering Himself” to conformity with the habit and 
capacity of human nature: de Tin. xi. 48. 

2 Christian Dogmatics, § 186. 
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(3) There is, we frankly admit, real difficulty in form- 
ing a conception of a single personality occupying, as it 
were, a double sphere of consciousness: at once Divine 
and human, omniscient and nescient. There are, indeed, 
facts which may be said to appease the sense of mystery ; 1 
but perhaps an illustration is our best aid in forming 
some conception of a dual consciousness such as seems to 
be presupposed in the kenosis. We may, for instance, 
imagine the case of the ruler of a vast empire conversing 
with his young children. In this case there are two 
different spheres, one within the other, so to speak: the 
sphere in which powers of reason, wide knowledge of 
human affairs, and trained political capacities, are required 
and exercised; the other, in which all that is necessary 
is the gift of sympathy—the power of bringing a highly- 
developed and well-stored mind within the range of the 
ideas and capacities of children. In the narrower sphere, 
that of the father with his children, there would be a 
deliberate abstention from the use and exercise of the 
faculties necessary in the wider sphere; there would be 
a simplicity of dealing prompted by love—a self-limita- 
tion imposed by sympathy. There would be accommo- 
dation, reserve, nescience—in so far as the wider know- 
ledge and experience gathered in the large sphere would 
be useless or unintelligible in the smaller one. It would 
seem that illustrations of this kind, drawn from the moral 
and social experience of mankind, are more likely to be 
helpful than abstract considerations and deductions from 
the observed phenomena of personality; for personality, 
after all, is a field which as yet is only partially ex- 
plored. Such lines of thought seem in fact to suggest 
the conclusion that the enosis consisted in a deliberate 
abstention on the part of the:Logos from the exercise of 


1See Newman, Paroch. Sermons, vol, iii. no, 12: ‘*The humiliation 
“of the eternal Son.” 
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Divine powers that might at any moment have been 
resumed. From the first to the final stage the status ex- 
inanitioms was maintained by a persistent and invincible 
will. Thus, as Gregory pointed out, the submission to 
mortal infirmity was throughout an act of Divine power.’ 


3. Christ’s submission to temptation 


He hath suffered being tempted ; in all points tempted 
hke as we are, yet without sin. In such terms does an 
apostolic writer 2 insist on the truth that our Lord had 
a moral nature akin to ours; that He was perfected 
through moral discipline; that He learned obedience and 
submitted to the ordinary laws of human probation. 
Temptation was a part of that average human experi- 
ence by which our Lord was prepared for the effeetive 
fulfilment of His high-priestly work. It was a training 
in the power of sympathy, and of equitable judgment in 
regard to human sin, which befitted one who reveals 
Himself as Saviour and Judge of mankind. The capacity 
for feeling sympathy depends, not on such intuition as a 
Divine being might have of the force of temptation, but 


* Cp. Aug. de Trin. viii. 11. There is a passage in Cyril’s works which 
suggests the same idea of one and the same person appearing in two 
different capacities, spheres, or relationships, which is worth quoting :— 

“For just as the earthly emperor, if he should ever wish to appear in 
the guise of a consul, does not therefore cease to be emperor, nor in any 
degree lose his existing authority, but continues one and the same person, 
holding the consular office in addition to the imperial dignity ; and were 
one to designate him ‘emperor,’ one would be aware that it was actually 
he who was also investing himself with the guise of the consul; and con- 
versely, were one to call him ‘consul,’ one would be aware that he was 
also emperor ;—so likewise our Lord Jesus Christ was ever Son of God, 
being by nature very God ; but having in the latter days assumed also the 
nature of man, He yet remaineth one and the same person, whether He 
be called God, or man, or Jesus” (Quod B, Virgo deipara sit, xiv. 
Migne, P.G. 76, p. 272). 

* Heb, ii, 18, iv. 15; ep. v. 2, 8, 9, 
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on actual experience of its pressure. So 8. Chrysostom 
observes, “ Not merely as God does He know, but also as 
man. He learned through the trial wherewith He was 
tried.” It is part of the perfection of His example 
that He willed to undergo the common discipline of 
human life, that the tempted might be upheld not only 
by the aid of His grace, but by the assurance of His 
fellow-feeling. 

‘The following are the most important doctrinal points 
in relation to this subject :— 

1. Christ’s human nature was sinless. This is a truth 
required not only by the facts of His life and the im- 
pression produced on His followers by His words and 
works, but, as Christians have universally acknowledged, 
by the very conditions of a true redemption. The 
redemption of man means the union of His nature with 
God. It was necessary that He who came into saving 
contact with human nature should be none lower than 
the Holy One of God. It is a reasonable conclusion that 
the entail of transmitted sin should be cut off by the. 
supernatural birth: for sin belonged to man by descent; 
it was not an original defect of human nature, but an 
acquired taint. The flesh of the Redeemer was sinless, 
though He came into the world in the likeness of sinful 
flesh, and for sin? 


1 Chrys. hom. ad Hebr. ii. 18, quoted by Westcott, Hebrews, p. 59. 
Cp. Orig. in Num. hom. xiv. 2: ‘Non probata vero nec examinata 
virtus nec virtus est.” 

2 Rom. viii. 3. See Aug. op. tmperf. c. Jul. iv. 57, and de Trin. 
xiii. 23. Cp. also the statement of the synod of Ancyra: opowpare 
capkds éuaprias yerduevoy yevérOar pev év Tots mdGeot Tots airlos THs év 
capkl dpaprias, welyns paper Kal diwns kal TeV ouray, wi yevérOar dé év 
rabrérnre Tis capKos duaprlas (ap. Epiph. Ixxili. 8). So 9: drouévwr de 
T& capKds mpoepynueva wa4On ovK e& adray dpapryTiK@s éxuwetro, On the 
supernatural birth of our Lord, it must suffice to refer to a recent work, 
‘Gore’s Dissertations, no. 1. 
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Further, the manhood of Jesus was exempt from any 
inward propensity to sin, any capacity of sinful self- 
assertion. He was sinless because He could not will to sin. 
He had indeed in their balanced perfection and purity all 
the human faculties to which temptation makes its appeal ; 
but there was nothing within Him which responded to 
the appeal; no tainted disposition which lusted after 
evil. Jn Him is no sin, says S. John.1 In Him accord- 
ingly as the perfect Son of Man is revealed the fact that 
sin, as we know it, is the disorder? and corruption of 
nature, not its essential truth or necessary condition. 
Christ possessed our nature in its primal perfection, 
without that which is its fault and defect. In Him the 
will, the defect of which constitutes sin, was essentially 
good and upright, and was kept from swerving by the 
power of the Word to which it was absolutely rsur- 
rendered. §. Augustine very clearly states the truth: 
“We say not that Christ could not feel evil concupiscence — 
in virtue of the blessedness of possessing a flesh removed 
from our senses [docetism]; but we maintain that He 
had no evil concupiscence in virtue of His sinless 
holiness, and the fact that His flesh was not begotten 
according to the ordinary law of generation... Yet 
Christ might have experienced this concupiscence had 
He possessed it; and He might have possessed it had He 
willed so to do; but God forbid that He should will.” 3 
In a word, Christ could not will to sin. As Tertullian 
expresses the same truth, to Him belonged the very flesh. 

118. Jo. iii. 5. 
2 dvoula, 1 8. Jo. iii. 4; cp. Lux Mundi, App. ii. ‘The Christian 


Doctrine of Sin.” [Ath.], ¢ Apoll. i. 12, 14, insists that it is Mani- 
cheism to hold gvocxhy elvar THY amaprlay, 

3 The passage (slightly paraphrased above) occurs in Aug. op. imperf. 
c. Jul, iv. 48. The last words are the most important: ‘Hane cupidi- 
tatem Christus et sentire posset, si haberet ; et habere, si vellet. Sed 
absit ut vellet.” Cp. Anselm, Cur Deus Homo? ii. 10, 


~ 
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which in fallen man is sinful; He was exempt, not from 
the substance and material of human flesh, but from 
‘its corruption and fault. “In wearing our flesh, He 
made it His own; in making it His own, He made it 
sinless.” 1 

2. Yet temptation to Christ was real, though it was 
sinless in origin, and left Him sinless in the result. For 
He was not exempt from the ordinary, simple, and sinless 
instincts of human nature; those physical and mental 
affections and innocent instincts, to which some things 
are necessarily desirable and others abhorrent, existed in 
Him in their simple integrity; such affections as hunger 
and thirst, weariness and desire of repose, capacity for toil 
and sorrow, repugnancy to suffer, and the shrinking from — 
death. Thus temptation in its strict sense would result 
whenever the gratification of even one innocent affection 
was contrary to the Divine will, either in respect of time 
or occasion. “ Every such conjuncture must produce a con- 
flict between duty and these necessary instincts of humanity, 
sufficient to constitute temptation in the strictest sense.” * 
Although therefore, as we have pointed out, there were 
no tendencies to evil in Christ’s human nature, though 
every natural power and faculty was ever kept in per- 
petual fidelity to the will of God, though sin could have 
for Him no “enticing” power,* and could produce no 
excitement or illusion in His mind, He could never- 
theless share with the tempted the fixed attitude of 
resistance to moral evil; and the maintenance of that 
attitude would depend in His case, as in ours, on a 
continuous exercise of will under manifold and painful 


1Tert. de Carne Chr. xvi., xvii. (an important passage). 

27a prod cat abd BrAnTa TaOhwara. Jo. Dam. de orth. fid. iii, 20. 

3-W. H. Mill, Sermons on the Temptation, no. ii. p. 35. Cp. Hooker, 
Ficcl. Pol. v. 48. 9. 

4 Cp. S. Jamesi, 14. 
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pressure. For Him too obedience took the form of 
effort and self-sacrifice. His will battled with desire, 
though it was desire always innocent, natural, necessary. 
He was really tempted to evade the law of holy 
obedience,! and it would accordingly seem to follow 
that in some sense the Deity of Christ was “ quiescent 
in His temptation.”? The Deity conferred on His 
human nature just such strength as was “infallibly 
sufficient, but not more than sufficient to sustain 
Him in conflict and bear Him , through the fearful 
strife.” 

3. Thus the victory of Christ is an ethical and real 
one, not “necessary ” in the sense that the power of the 
indwelling Deity overbore the free moral liberty of 
Christ’s human will. He was free, though His victory 
was inevitable in virtue of the unction of the Holy 
Spirit that rested upon Him. He cannot be thought 
to have repelled the enemy’s assaults “like smoke.” 
Rather His human nature in the power of the Spirit was 
enabled to prevail over temptation, just as in a lower 
degree His members are enabled to prevail, through the 
power of the Spirit, yet not without acute suffering and 
even an agony of conflict. Throughout His trial the will 
of Christ was acting as ideally man’s will ought ever to 
act. It was truly “free,” just because it clung with 
unswerving fidelity to the will of God, in spite of His 
capacity for suffering temptation, and His possession of 
the faculties which ordinarily are employed in sinful 


1Cp. Liddon, Bampton Lectwres, note C. Cp. Bruce, Humiliation 
of Christ, pp. 266 ff. 

* Ireneus, wt sup. Cp. Bruce, l.c. p. 269. 

* As Jo. Damase. asserts, de orth. fid. iii. 20. Hilary maintains the 
same position in effect when he teaches (docetically) that our Lord 
was not subject to pain or fear. See p. 64 above. On the relation 
of the work of the Holy Spirit to the temptation, see Mill, op. cit. pp- 
37-48. 
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action! But we must remember that there was 
present with Christ’s human nature a countervailing 
force which enabled Him to conquer the temptation 
by which He was beset, not coercing His human will, 
but acting upon it morally in the way of constraining 
appeal. 

It is partly in virtue of this unswerving fidelity to 
Divine control and direction that our Lord is called in 
Scripture the captain or leader of faith: faithful to Him 
that appointed Him? That He suffered as we suffered, 
that He was tried and tempted, and was subject to 
human limitations, are facts of the Gospel narrative to 
which we must be true, in spite of the difficulties which 
a priori suggest themselves when we confess that Christ 
is very God. “We may construct what appear to be 
conclusive arguments to show that since the Lord Jesus 
Christ was a Divine person, He must have known all 
things, must have been inaccessible to temptation, could 
never have had occasion to pray.”® So men have 
reasoned in effect—even thinkers so illustrious as 
Thomas Aquinas. But demonstrations of what must 

have been can avail little, at least in the judgment of 
instructed Christians, against the express testimony of 
Holy Writ. “Let this be our wisdom—to be sure 


1 Aug. de Civ. Dei, xxii. 30. 3: ‘‘ Primum liberum arbitrium quod homini 
datum est, quando primum creatus est rectus, potwit non peccare, sed potuit 
et peccare ; hoc autem novissimum eo potentius erit quo peccare non poterit 
~ | . Primum liberum arbitrium posse non peccare ; novissimum, non posse 
peceare.” Of our Lord both assertions are true (1) ‘‘ Potuit non peccare” : 
hence He possessed the faculty of sinning, had He willed to exerciseit. (2) 
‘‘Non potuit peccare.” His human will, reinforced by the fulness of the 
Divine Spirit, could not choose to sin. As to these ‘¢old alternatives” 
Dr. Dale justly points out that ‘‘they are metaphysical, not moral, 
alternatives; they are philosophical abstractions, and do not cover the 
whole of life. . . Paradoxical as it may seem, moral inability may be the 
highest form of moral freedom ” (Christian Doctrine, note H, p. 293). 

2 Heb. xii. 2, ii. 2. 3R. W. Dale, Christian Doctrine, p. 75. 
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that the earnest desire to seek truth is a safer way 
than the presumption that we know what we know not.” ? 


4. Christ's growth in knowledge as Man 


We find that the Gospels bear witness to a real 
development in our Lord’s human nature, and it is 
important to collect the various statements which bear 
on this point before attempting to construct any theory 
as to their meaning. 

The evangelists, then, attest the here growth of 
Christ’s bodily and mental faculties. He advanced 
(1poéxorrev) in wisdom and stature (S. Luke ii. 52). 
There was growth in the powers not only of body, but 
also of mind and intellect. Moreover, the Gospels repre- 
sent Christ as occasionally asking for information? and 
occasionally surprised ;° while a to one matter in par- 
ticular He professes ignorance.* All these facts point 
to a certain limitation of knowledge ; but they are to be 
qualified by those passages which ascribe to our Lord a 
supernatural illumination of mind. Thus He is spoken 
of as possessing a power of supernatural intuition into 
the hearts and thoughts of men. There are, indeed, 
passages which imply more than this. Christ occa- 
sionally speaks as one who is conscious of an eternal 
Sonship® as one who has an immediate knowledge 
of the Father, such as can only come to other men, in 
their measure, mediately, through union with Him? 
Speaking generally, however, the phenomena recorded 

1 Aug. de Trin. ix. 1. 

*S. Mk. vi. 88, viii. 5, ix. 21; S. Lk. viii. 30; S. Jo. vi. 5, 6, xi. 34, 

3S. Mk. vi. 6, vii. 18, viii. 17-21. 
48. Mt. xxiv, 86; S. Mk, xiii. 32, 
5S. Jo. i. 48; S. Mt, xii. 25; S. Jo. xvi. 19. 


8 Cp. Liddon, Bampton Lectures, p. 253. 
78, Mt. xi. 27; S. Lk. x. 22; ep. S. Jo. i. 18, iii, 35, 
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in the Gospels point to a human consciousness in 
Christ, subject to natural limitations, but supernaturally 
intensified and illuminated. The insight and foresight 
vouchsafed to our Lord’s human spirit seems in fact to 
be analogous to that exercised by prophets and apostles. 
The indwelling presence of Deity does not altogether 
annihilate the action of human faculties, but intensifies 
and heightens it1 The fulness of the Divine Spirit 
which sustained and illuminated our Lord’s human 
faculties does not appear to have involved a Divine 
omniscience, nor to have suspended altogether the ordinary 
laws and limitations of human intelligence. 

We are then face to face with two divergent series of 
considerations: those which the Gospel narrative generally 
appears to suggest, and those which might be deduced 
a priori from the truth of Christ’s Divinity. 

It may be. well briefly to describe the different lines 
of treatment accorded to the facts by ancient thinkers. 

(1) It was somewhat inconsistently taught by a 
party of monophysites in Egypt (the Aynoetw) that the 
human soul of our Lord was like ours in every respect, 
even inignorance. It does not appear that they actually 
attributed ignorance to the Logos.2, They seem, however, to 
have been regarded as heretics, though their teaching ran 
counter to the general current of monophysite opinion. 

(2) Others reasoning a priori took what we can only 
call a docetic view. Our Lord’s “ advance” or “ growth ” 
in knowledge and wisdom was only exhibitive. His 
human soul possessed perfect knowledge in virtue of its 
union with the Divine Logos. Accordingly His “ growth” 
was nothing more than a progressive manifestation of the 


1 See on all this subject, ©. Gore, Bampton Lectures, pp. 147 ff., and 
Dissertations, no. 2; also Dale, Christian Doctrine, note F. 

2 So, e.g., Liddon, Bampton Lectures, p. 470; but see Gore, Dissertations, 
“pp. 155 f. Op. p. 440 above. 
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omniscience which He actually possessed. Thus Cyril 
of Alexandria attributes to Christ what he calls an 
“economic” ignorance: that is, such ignorance as pro- 
perly accorded with the manhood He had assumed. 
Christ accordingly “seems” ignorant of that which, as 
man, it did not behove Him to know. Cyril even 
declares that He “ pretends” not to know the day of 
judgment.’ Of this theory it may be remarked (a) that 
it conflicts with the simple impression made by the 
Gospel narrative, which certainly does not suggest any 
notion of a merely simulated limitation of faculties; 
(J) that as actually held by Cyril it involves an incon- 
sistency with his general conception of our Lord’s 
humanity, which in the physical sphere at least he admits 
to have been subject to the ordinary laws of natural 
development ; (¢) that Cyril’s view is dictated by his 
anxiety to vindicate the reality of the union of the 
human with the Divine nature which Nestorianism 
denied. To allow that Christ was really ignorant on any 
matter would have seemed to Cyril to favour the Nestorian 
idea that He was a human person intimately associated 
with the Logos,—not personally one with Him. We 
are in fact bound to admit that Cyril’s theory appeared 
to be justified by the acknowledged dogmatic truth of 
which he was the most conspicuous defender. Moreover, 
the same general line of treatment is found in the 
Western Father Hilary.? In its more developed form 
this view of Christ’s human nature meets us in John of 
Damascus, who goes so far as to declare peremptorily 
that whoever teaches that Christ really advanced 
(wpoéxomrev) in knowledge is practically a Nestorian, and 


‘The most important passages are given in Bruce, Hwmii. of Christ, 
Appendix, pp. 866 f. Cp. Liddon, Bampton Lectures, p. 469, note 3. 

* See Hil. de Trin. ix, 62, quoted by Swayne, Enquiry into the Nature 
of our Lord’s Knowledge as Man, p. 32. 
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holds the doctrine of a mere relationship between the 
Logos and the human nature; a special indwelling, and 
no more (ayeruxy &vacts, Wids) evoixnots). Consistently 
with this, Thomas Aquinas denies to our Lord, even in 
His human nature, the graces of faith or hope, because 
they involve a certain state of imperfection. His know- 
ledge was from the first “infinite in the sense of embracing 
all reality, though not all possibility”; and of course did 
not admit of growth.2 It may be added that'this has been 
the prevalent doctrine on the subject since the thirteenth 
century. Petavius, and our own Hooker, closely follow 
Aquinas in distinguishing between the knowledge of the 
world of ideas and the knowledge of all facts past, present, 
and future. This latter knowledge they believe to have 
been communicated to our Lord as man, though not the 
former, which belongs only to God Himself? 

(3) A view that appears to do more justice to the 
recorded facts is that of Athanasius and the Fathers who 
preceded him. Such writers as Irenzus and Origen, intent 
on establishing the truth and reality of the human nature 
in Christ, allow a true human development and limitation 
of knowledge. Thus Origen, in a passage of great beauty, 
says, “ We cannot indeed say of wisdom in itself that it 
was ignorant and acquired knowledge by learning; but 
this is certainly true of wisdom as it was manifested in 
flesh. For Christ must needs learn to stammer and 
speak like a child with children.”* The general line, 


1 de orth. fid. iii. 21, 22. 

2 See Bruce, op. cit. p. 80; cp. Summa, iii. 7. 8 and 4. Christ had not 
faith, ‘cum a primo instanti conceptionis suze plene per essentiam Deum 
viderit”’; nor hope, ‘‘cum a principio suz conceptionis plene fruitionem 
divinam habuerit” ; see also qu. ix. artt. 1-4 ; x. art. 2; xi. artt. 1,5; 
xii. artt. 1, 2. 

3 Petav. de Incarn. xi. 2, § 12; Hooker, #.P. v. 54. Cp. Swayne, 
op. cit. p. 27; Newman, Ath. Treatises, ii. 162f. See also Gore, Bampton 
Lectures, pp. 151 ff. and note 48. 

4 Hom. in Jerem. i. 8, quoted by Dorner, div. i, vol, ii, p. 136. 
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indeed, of early writers, especially Athanasius, is to draw 
a sharp distinction between the two natures without 
pressing further than necessary the question of the 
limitations of the inferior nature. The passage of 
Origen just quoted expresses in a simple and homely 
way the conclusion which is repeatedly insisted on by 
Athanasius. “In the Godhead there cannot be ignor- 
ance ; but ignorance is proper to the flesh” (voy ris 
capkos).! He seems, in fact, to allow the possibility of 
a real ignorance in our Lord as man; but there is a 
certain hesitancy in his statements which is to be ex- 
plained, partly by genuine reluctance to speculate on a 
subject so full of mystery, partly by the fact that his 
main purpose is to defend our Lord’s true Deity.” 
Perhaps the most valuable suggestion of Athanasius is 
the simple one that the limitations of Christ’s humanity 
were conditioned by a purpose of love To the same 
effect is the teaching of Gregory Nazianzen (Orat. xxx. 15). 
It would seem on the whole that a return to the facts 
recorded in the Gospel will incline us to agree with these 
earlier Fathers in leaving the subject of Christ’s human 
knowledge in the mystery with which the scriptural state- 
ments surround it, contenting ourselves with the following 
conclusions :— 

i, The limitation of our Lord’s knowledge, whatever 
was its degree, was a fact resulting from love. We have 
no right to set arbitrary limits to the possibilities of 

1 Ath. Orat. c. Arian. iii. 37, 388. 

Athanasius gives more than one explanation of S. Mk. xiii, 32, (1) 
Christ knew the day, as He shows by predicting all that was to happen 
before it. He said He knew not as man (cdpka dyvooicay évedtcaro oup- 
KuK@s €deyev od olda, Orat. c. Arian. iii. 42-46), (2) He knew, but may 
have said He knew not, THS TwGv evera Nuorredelas (this is very tentatively 
suggested). (3) He said it to stop questioning. 

3 Orat. iii. 43 (giravOpwrla). See reff. to Iren. and Greg. Naz. in 


Liddon, Bampton Lectures, pp. 468, 469. Cp. Newman, Ath. Treatises, 
ii, pp. 161 f, Swayne, op. cit, 26-32, 
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self-sacrifice and self-humiliation for a Being whose 
essence is love. It is ethically conceivable, though on 
metaphysical grounds insuperably difficult, that a Divine 
Being should accept even the limitations of human 
knowledge. Thus it has been well suggested by Lange 
that Christ’s voluntary acceptance of the mental con- 
ditions of a true human lot, is a just rebuke to the 
curiosity—the readiness to grasp at a higher know- 
ledge—which has been to human beings so often the 
occasion of sin.! Indeed, if we contemplate the whole 
subject from this point of view, we shall not allow 
speculative difficulties to rob us of important ethical 
lessons. The action of love is antecedently incalculable 
both in its nature and effects. It is the truest wisdom 
on this, as on many other subjects, to check the prompt- 
ings of restless curiosity; to remember that He that 
loveth not knoweth not God, for God 1s love? 


ii Our Lord in His human nature possessed an 
infallible knowledge, so far as was required by the con- 
ditions and purpose of His incarnation. His mission 
was to reveal God, the destiny, needs, and true condition 
of man, the way of redemption, the laws of the spiritual 
world. On these subjects the purpose of love, which 
inspired His coming, required that He should teach with 
absolute and infallible authority. He is the Truth; 
and all things that it is needful for men to know for 
the conduct of life, and for the apprehension of God, 
He teaches infallibly. “He used and displayed an 
infused and perfect wisdom.” * 


1 Lange, Leben Jesu, p. 1280 (referring to S. Mk. xiii. 32). ‘‘Er setzt 
sein nicht-wissen von jenem Moment als ein heiliges nicht-wissen-wollen 
dem siindhaften wissen-wollen seiner Jiinger entgegen, die gottliche 
Erhabenheit dieses nicht-wissens der menschlichen Kleinlichkeit eines 
vermeintlichen wissens dieser Art,” 

SiS Jos ty8. ® Swayne, op, cit. p, 42. 
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But as we do not know the requirements of the 
“economy,” so we have no need to answer the question, 
whether outside its necessary scope our Lord might or 
might not be subject to the ordinary limitations of 
human knowledge. It might be suggested, for instance, 
that “the love which required Him to know that Lazarus 
was dead, did not require that He should know where © 
Lazarus was buried.” But here again it is better to fall 
back on the assurance that if He was ignorant on any 
point, He was ignorant through His willingness perfectly 
to share in our human experience. Thus both His infallible 
knowledge and His human nescience spring from one and 
the same root of Divine love. If in any degree He willed 
to partake, as the Gospels seem to suggest, of a creaturely 
ignorance, He did so from motives of pity and sympathy 
for man, and because such nescience was in no sense a 
hindrance to the purpose of His incarnation. We are 
struck, indeed, not only by the range and’ profundity of His 
disclosures concerning the nature and kingdom of God, but 
also by His great reserve in teaching. There are many 
points on which He refuses to pronounce, as if they lay 
outside the scope and requirements of the “ economy.” 
He does not pronounce on social or political questions ; 
nor reveal facts which it lay within the province of 
ordinary human faculties to ascertain—facts of science, 
history, or criticism. This circumstance has hardly 
received the attention it deserves! There may have 
been things which, as man, our Lord did not know ; 
but His nescience was the result of a deliberate act of 
His own will. His consciousness, as we may surmise, 

? See, however, the admirable introductory chapter of Mr. Latham’s 
Pastor Pastorum. The writer forcibly points out our Lord’s invariable 
respect for human personality and His carefulness to stimulate the action 
of men’s faculties. ‘‘ With Christ,” he remarks, ‘the part that the man 


had to do of himself went for infinitely more than what was done for him 
by another” (p, 6). 
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was limited, but such limitation did not necessarily mean 
that He was Himself deceived; still less that He could 
mislead others. For we must believe that He would 
always be conscious of such limitation, and His perfect 
fidelity to the Holy Spirit of truth would assuredly 
restrain Him from making any pronouncement on points 
- lying outside the range of His human knowledge! His 
perfect truthfulness thus appears as much in His silence 
as in His utterances. It would be in accord with His 
usual method of sympathy to confine Himself to the 
ordinary modes of expression current in His own age, 
and even to accept its scientific or literary conceptions. 
The question is whether a Divine and perfect knowledge 
on such points was really necessary for His purpose; 
whether nescience in any degree interfered with His 
true work,—the revelation of the glory and love of God, 
the spiritual enlightenment and healing of mankind. 
Thus we may connect the fact of Christ’s conscious and 
voluntary reserve in teaching with the fact of His true 
development under human limitations. This reserve is 
a difficulty and stumblingblock only to those who argue 
that our Lord, being Divine, must have intended to teach 
positively on all subjects which He incidentally touches, 
whereas we have good reason for thinking that as man 
He did not transcend the ordinary knowledge or con- 
ceptions of His time in matters not affecting the primary 
purpose of His coming. It is admitted that He never 
- teaches positively on points of science; analogy makes it 
equally probable that He never taught as to the author- 
ship of different books of Scripture, or their mode of 
composition. As it is likely enough that we may over- 
rate the importance of certainty on these points, so it 
is certain that there are no statements of our Lord 
which indisputably prove either that He was possessed 
1 See Swayne, op. cit. pp. 16-18. 
40 
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of modern critical knowledge, or that He intended to 
finally endorse the traditional views of His countrymen 
in regard to the nature of their Scriptures.! 

The conclusion at which we may most safely arrive is 
that in regard to this mysterious subject a sense of our 
own ignorance ought to play “a much larger part than it 
usually does.”? We may well shrink from constructing 
any general theory as to our Lord’s human knowledge. - 
We are too apt to discuss and dispute where we should 
wonder and adore. It is the general aim of this book to 
recall students to the temper of sobriety and holy fear 
which marks the greatest among the ancient theologians. 
The subject we have been studying is one of those of 
which Augustine says: de credendis nulla infidelitate dubite- 
mus, de intelligendis nulla temeritate affirmemus. 


¥ 
§ IV. THz Work oF Curist In Renation To His Person 


There are three aspects of our Lord’s work which 
have to be considered in close connection with the 
catholic doctrine concerning His person. These aspects 
must be dealt with in close mutual connection, if their 
true significance is to be understood. As our example, 
Christ is the revealer of the will and mind of God; as 
our High Priest, He represents humanity before God in 
offering an atoning and all-sufficient sacrifice; as the 
second Adam He infuses into His members the re-creative 
energy of His own exalted manhood. 

I. First, then, Christ is the perfect revealer of God; 
the teacher of truth; the Word of God in whom are hid 

1 On this subject, see Driver, Introd. to the 0.7. pref. xviii, xix ; 
Plummer in Hxpositor for July 1891; besides the works of Dr. Dale and 
Mr. Gore already referred to. See also some valuable words ot Or 
Sanday, Bampton Lectures, pp. 417 ff. as to the “law of parsimony” 


which underlies revelation. 
* Life and Letters of Dean Church, p. 268, 
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all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge; the Truth 
itself. In the exercise of His prophetic office He 
preaches the kingdom of God, and reveals its principles 
and mysteries. He elucidates the moral law, and pro- 
claims the Divine requirements for man. Both in 
His authoritative teaching and in His example He 
makes known the will of God; and in following the 
footsteps of His most holy life we are taught how to 
walk and to please God. 

What, then, is the significance of Christ’s example ? 
Athanasius observes that owing to man’s mutable nature 
he needed an immutable example “in order that he 
might possess the unalterable righteousness of the Word 
as a pattern and example in the pursuit of virtue.’! 
Consequently the true value of Christ's example from 
one point of view depends on His being unlike other 
men; and, indeed, the true pattern of manhood must be 
sinless, because sinlessness is a necessary element in 
the truth and perfection of human nature. In Christ 
is embodied the ideal of humanity—that which it was 
intended to be according to God’s creative purpose; and 
His example assures us that sin is no essential part of 
human nature. While, therefore, as the pattern of 
manhood Christ is very man, yet as the archetype and 
restorer of human nature He must needs embody it in 
its ideal perfection.” 

The question here naturally arises whether an ex- 
‘ample is of any avail unless there be absolute identity 
of moral circumstances ; how can the sinless man be an 
object of imitation to the sin-stricken? In answer to 
this difficulty two considerations may be urged: (a) The 


1 Orat. c. Ar. i, 51. 

2 Op. Aug. de Trin. iv. 4: ‘Non enim congruit peccator justo, sed 
congruit homini homo. -Adjungens ergo nobis similitudinem humanitatis 
sue, abstulit dissimilitudinem iniquitatis nostra.” 
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circumstances of Christ’s human life are sufficiently similar 
to our own to enable Him to be in a true sense our 
pattern. It is the main object of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews to bring out this general similarity of conditions 
between Christ and those whom He deigned to call His 
brethren. The force of example, it may be admitted, 
does depend on general equality in the conditions; but 
these, it may be urged, are fulfilled in the human life of 
Jesus Christ. He like other men was subject to suffering 
and to the sinless infirmities of human nature; He was 
capable of being tried and tempted, and so far was not 
exempt from the’ ordinary laws of moral probation. He 
was like us in possessing a nature not exempted by its 
union with the Word from keen distresses and the assaults 
of temptation. Accordingly the writer of the Epistle to 
the Hebrews is justified in speaking of Him as in ail 
things made like unto His brethren.’ His was a normal life 
in respect of its general conditions and experiences; “ it 
was a universal human life in all its aspects of work and 
prayer, of waiting and action, at home and abroad, in 
popularity and ignominy, with poor and with rich, in 
success and in failure, through all the stages of human 
growth.”? His was a normal human life, “for if He did 
not consist of the same nature as ours, in vain does He 
enjoin us to imitate our Master. If He was of some 
different substance to us, why does He bid me, with my 
natural weakness, act like Him? and how can He be 
good and righteous?”* (6) Again, it must be borne in 
mind that, together with the presentation of an example, 
Jesus Christ reveals to us the means and conditions of 
renewal after His image and _ likeness. Pelagianism, 


1 Heb. ii, 17. 

* See an article on ‘‘Our Lord’s Human Example” in Ch. Quarterly Rev, 
no. 32; Martensen, Christian Ethics (general), § 72. 

° Hippol. Philos. x. 33. 
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which believed in man’s inherent ability to raise himself, 
only asked for an example which man could follow in his 
unassisted strength. But Pelagianism was based on a 
shallow conception of sin, as an evil not of such gravity 
as to need satisfaction or atonement; as a misuse indeed 
of human freedom, but one resulting rather from weak- 
ness and miscalculation than from a radical defect of 
nature;’ and the average experience of human nature 
shows that the question whether man needs an example, 
_ 1s inseparable from the further question whether he needs 
a Saviour. The mystery of salvation, of man’s reunion 
with God, forms the dogmatic counterpart to the mystery 
of sin and the severance it has wrought between the 
Creator and the creature. The Church’s doctrine of 
man’s re-creation is based on a profound conception of all 
that is involved in human sin. Looking at man’s actual 
condition, we see that if Jesus Christ had been revealed 
only as a pattern of righteousness, His coming would 
have plunged mankind into deeper despair than that 
-In which they were already held captive. But the 
example exhibited by one, who is also Saviour and 
Restorer, stimulates us to imitation. And the assurance 
of Divine aid is the more welcome when we realise that 
men are called to follow not merely the footsteps of an 
earthly life, but the perfections of a risen and exalted 
Saviour. The Christian life, so far as it is conformed to 
its true pattern, will not consist merely in the fulfilment 
of every known duty which different relationships impose; 
it will bear the marks of a life Acdden with Christ in 
God: separation from the world, consecration, heavenly 
tranquillity and freedom.? 


1 Cp. Dieringer, Lehrb. der Kath. dogmatik, § 94. An illustration of 
the Pelagian temper is found in Abelard. See Bern. de error, Abael. vii. 
17, ix. 23; cp. also Aug. de gratia, esp. 48-45. 

2 Cp. Milligan, The Resurrection of our Lord, pp. 173 ff. 
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II. Next, Christ is our High Priest, that is our 
Redeemer ; and this aspect of His work brings us to the 
doctrine of the atonement, the history of which has been 
already briefly traced. For our present purpose nothing 
more can be attempted than to indicate the main points 
to be studied in connection with the redemptive work of 
Christ. 

i. The necessity of atonement.t 

Rom. iii. 25 teaches that the Divine patience with a 
sinful world had its ground in the future coming of 
Christ. The Divine holiness had never been completely 
vindicated or manifested, even in the great historic judg- 
ments in which inspired prophecy had traced the aveng- 
ing hand of God: the Divine resentment against sin— 
the law of God that it must suffer—had not before 
Christ’s coming been allowed to have free course. A 
signal display then of Divine righteousness was rendered 
necessary by God’s past pretermission of human sin. The 
need of atonement thus lies in the outraged holiness of 
God; sin being His mortal enemy, and the necessary 
cause of man’s alienation from Him, there falls upon 
Him the moral necessity of “asserting the principle” 
that sin deserves to suffer. The atonement is, in fact, 
in its primary aspect, the manifest embodiment of God’s 
judgment against human sin.? And sacrifice is the 
recognition by man’s conscience that such an atonement 
for sin is natural and necessary; it witnesses to his 
instinctive anticipation of punishment.’ The institution 
of sacrifice indeed, which had existed from the dawn of 
human history, had gradually come to have a spiritual 

1 The question has often been asked, Why God could not restore man by 
a mere fiat of His will? An outline of answers that might be, or have 
been, given will be found in an appended note, p. 646. 

2 See generally Dale on The Atonement. 


3 See a striking passage on the witness of conscience in W. Bagehot, 
Literary Studies, vol. ii. 65. 
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significance. As the sense of guilt was deepened in man, 
as his conscience became more perfectly educated, sacrifice 
had lost its earliest character as an oblation of creaturely 
gratitude and joy, and assumed the aspect of a propitia- 
tory offering for sin; and so far in sacrifice was embodied 
man’s recognition of the fact that sin deserves suffering. 

ii. The essence of atonement. 

Man stands over against God as a moral being, and 
accordingly atonement is essentially a moral fact: the 
reunion of sundered wills, the reconciliation of hearts, 
the restoration of a broken harmony, the removal of the 
causes of moral alienation. The system of sacrifice, as 
organised and developed in the priestly law of Israel, 
was the visible and speaking embodiment of three main 
ideas: those of willing and entire self-surrender in a 
life of unbroken obedience (typified by the whole burnt- 
offering); the submissive acceptance of death as the 
righteous penalty of sin (the sin-offering); the renewal 
of fellowship with God in a feast of communion (the 
peace-offering). Here, then, are prefigured the moral 
elements in the atoning work of Christ. The only 
possible reconciliation between God and man is one 
that involves the surrender of man’s will to God.t 

iii. The atonement fulfilled by Christ. 

In Christ man presents himself before his Maker 
offering submission: When He cometh into the world, He 
saith . . . Lo, I come to do Thy will, O God. 

For Christ wears our human nature, and is our natural 
representative before God. In Him humanity is com- 
prised; His acts are ours; His submission, His accept- 
ance of death, His exaltation are ours. He fulfils each 


1 “The supremacy of God’s will is the supremacy of good. . . . Salva- 
tion can only come by sin being vanquished, by the surrender of the sinner 
to God, not of God to sin” (Fairbairn, Christ in Mod. Theol. p. 481). 

Malelo, Se 8h 
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necessary condition of atonement. First, His life is 
one of spotless, unswerving obedience, a life perfectly 
well pleasing to the Father. THis active fulfilment of 
the Divine will is a no less essential element in His 
atoning work than His suffering. Scripture lays 
continual stress on the perfect voluntariness and freedom 
of Christ’s work. In His obedience to the law of God, 
in His fulfilment of the obligations of humanity, His self- 
oblation was free; all rested on His own self-determina- 
tion. If the first Adam died because he must, the second 
Adam died because He willed." The great characteristic 
of His life is summed up by S. Paul in the one word 
obedience ;* and it is noticeable that this feature in the 
atoning work has never been overlooked even by those 
who lay special stress upon the sacrificial death upon 
the Cross.2 Secondly, He accepts death on our. behalf 
as the due penalty of human sin. His thoughts about 
sin are those of God; He hates it, and judges it in 
union with the heart and mind of God. And by the 
surrender of His life He makes an act of homage and 
representative submission to the justice of the Divine 
sentence on sin, retaining throughout His perfect freedom 
of will; He died, says Augustine, quia voluit, quando 

1 Dieringer, op. cit. § 92. 

* Rom. v. 19. Cp. the reference of Ps. xl. to Christ in Heb. x. 

3 See, ¢.g., Anselm, Cur Deus Homo? i. 10,11, and the Lutheran Formula 
Concordie, p. 684: ‘Kam ob causam ipsius obedientia non ea tantum, 
qua Patri paruit in tota sua passione et morte, verum etiam, qué nostra 
causa sponte sese legi subjecit eamque obedientia illa sua implevit, nobis 
ad justitiam imputatur, ita ut Deus propter totam obedientiam, quam 
Christus agendo et patiendo in vita et morte sua nostra causa Patri suo 
celesti prestitit, peccata nobis remittat, pro bonis et justis nos reputet 
et salute eterna donet.” 697, ‘Fides nostra respicit in personam Christi, 
quatenus illa pro nobis legi sese subjecit, peccata nostra pertulit, et cum 
ad Patrem suum iret, solidam, absolutam, et perfectissimam obedientiam 
jam inde a nativitate sua sanctissima usque ad mortem Patri suo celesti 


pro nobis miserrimis peccatoribus prestitit” (ap. Winer, Confessions 
etc. p. 131), 
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voluit, quomodo veluit; and the acceptable element in 
His self-oblation was not the suffering, or the shedding 
of the sacred blood, but the unswerving will of the 
sufferer. Non mors, sed voluntas placuit sponte morientis.* 
But in the ancient sin-offering the death of the victim was 
only an initial stage in the great sacrificial transaction ; and 
in conformity with the legal type, Christ, living through 
and beyond death, must needs pass within the veil as our 
perfected high-priest. The atoning work is not complete 
until, by His ascension, Christ passes into the Holy of 
Holies, which is heaven itself? there to be manifested in the 
presence of God for us as our representative. For as of 
old the blood of the sin-offering was sprinkled on the 
mercy-seat, on which the Divine presence vouchsafed to 
manifest itself, so the representative life of Christ is at 
the ascension finally brought into fellowship with God 
and consecrated to the life of Divine service ; the ascended 
Lord taking with Him those for whom He died, “ presents 
them in Himself to the eternal Father.”* Finally, the 
atoning sacrifice freely offered once for all, becomes the 
groundwork of a feast of communion. The “ benefits 
which Christ by His precious bloodshedding hath obtained 
for us,” are continually imparted in the sacrament of Holy 
Communion as the means of our spiritual sustenance and 
continual renewal; and the gift which He bestows is that 
of His precious body and blood; the very human nature 
which has ‘been spiritualised by the passage through 
death, becomes quickening Spirit by which man is 


1 de Trin. iv. 16, 17. 

2 Bernard, de err. Abael. viii. 21. Cp. Anselm’s “ accepte bone volun- 
tatis spontanea et amata tenacitas” (Cur Deus Homo? i. 10). 

3 Heb. ix. 24. 

4 Milligan, The Resurrection of our Lord, p. 179. So Christ raplorne: 
7S Oe Tov dvOpwroy (Tren, iii. 18. 7). Op. Westcott, Ep. to the Hebr. 
p. 263: “The end of the restored fellowship is energetic service to Him 
who alone lives and gives life” (Narpevew Deg (Gyr). 
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cleansed, healed, and hallowed.1 Only so is the fulfil- 
ment of the Old Testament types rendered complete. 
The atonement culminates in the indwelling of the 
Redeemer in the redeemed. 

iv. The Redeemer’s person regarded as the ground of the 
efficacy and of the Divine acceptance of the atoning work. 

Christ is the true mediator between God and man in 
that He shares the nature of both; He is “that mean 
between both which is both”; and the catholic doctrine 
of the atonement can only be understood, and indeed 
can only justify itself to our conscience and reason, by 
being studied in close connection with the other cardinal 
truth of Christianity. 

Thus if Christ is God, we are at once relieved of some 
moral difficulties which are urged against the doctrine of 
the atonement on the basis of humanitarian views of 
Christ’s person. Christ being very God, it is impossible 
to imagine any severance of will or purpose between the 
Father and the Son. The same zeal for holiness, the 
Same resentment against sin burns in the heart of both 
Father and Son; the tender mercy of the Father, not 
less than the compassion of the Son, shines forth in the 
sacrifice on Calvary.2 


“No; one in essence, one in majesty, 
Father and Son must one in counsel be; 
Not readier this to judge, or that to bless ; 
In each all love, in each all holiness. 
The Father’s pitying care the cross ordained : 
His own high law of right the Son sustained.” 3 


Further, the Deity of the Son is a sufficient pledge 
of the validity and the efficacy of the atoning work, 


1 Cor. xv. 45 ; ep. S. Jo. vi. 51-57, 

2 Cp. Aug. de Trin. xiii, 15; and see Isai. Ixiii. 5, “My fury, it 
upheld Me.” 

?'W. Bright, Hymns and Verses, poem on ‘The Atonement,” 
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« What owes its being to God,” it has been justly said, 
“must be well-pleasing to Him”; while the “ infinite 
worth of the Son of God” is a guarantee of the infinite 
efficacy of His work. His Divine person imparts 
immeasurable grace and power to the actions and 
sufferings of His humanity. For “our nature is His 
own; He carried it with Him through life to death, He 
made it bear and do that which was utterly beyond its 
own native strength. His eternal person gave infinite 
merit to its acts and its sufferings.”” And indeed the 
various effects ascribed to His death by New Testament 
writers are only such as we should expect, He being 
what the Church believes Him to be: the removal of 
guilt, the conquest of death, the overthrow of Satan, 
the reconciliation of man to God, the opening of heaven 
to all believers. 

On the other hand, if Christ is very man, in the truth 
of our nature, His sacrifice necessarily wears the charac- 
ter of a representative act. It is the head of the human 
race who is sinless, who is perfectly well-pleasing to God, 
who makes a supreme act of reparation and satisfaction to 
the Divine holiness. He suffers for many, not only as a 
substitute who, from pure love to man, takes his burden 
upon himself, pays his debt, and suffers in his stead; but 
also as representative, offering the sacrifice which man was 
too sin-stained to present, discharging the obligations 
which we were too weak to fulfil Thus Christ was our 
substitute, not through some arbitrary arrangement by 
which the innocent was compelled to suffer for the guilty, 
but in virtue of His representative character as the head 
and flower of our race, in whom humanity is “summed 
up,’ and in whom consequently man not only makes an 


1 Fairbairn, Christ in Mod. Theol. p. 486. 
2Liddon, Univ. Serm. ser. 1, serm. ix. ‘The Divine Victim,” Cp. 
Aug. de Trin, iv. 19 (a great passage). 
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act of acceptable submission to the Father's righteousness, 
but is exalted to the very throne of God.! 

v. The effects of the atonement.? 

Holy Scripture and the Fathers describe, under different 
aspects and in different modes of speech, the full effects 
of Christ’s atoning work; and there has sometimes been 
danger of overpressing one particular phrase or metaphor, 
to the neglect of others. We find the death of Christ 
generally described in Scripture under the following 
aspects: as a means of procuring man’s forgiveness; a 
satisfaction ; a ransom; a propitiation ; a vicarious death ; 
a reconciliation. 

(a) The atoning sacrifice of Christ is said to have pro- 
cured our forgiveness. Without shedding of blood there 
ws no remission, and that which the shedding of blood 
symbolises—acceptance of penalty, submission to the 
Divine will concerning sin—must of necessity precede 
forgiveness; the Divine law of righteousness must be 
satisfied before sinful man can be accepted with God. 
Christ accordingly, on behalf of man, representatively 
offers the submission by which alone man can find 
acceptance. 

(0) The sacrifice of Christ is also a satisfaction for sin, 
an act of reparation offered to the Divine holiness. This 
is the point of view which is chiefly distinctive of Anselm ; 
a debt of homage and obedience is owing on man’s part 
to God, and sin means withholding or withdrawing from 
God that which is His due (ablatus honor). The work 
of Christ is restoration to God of His due; the fulfilment 
of His just claim (70 edAoyov) on man; the payment of 
man’s debt; the act of reparation for the wrong done by 
the creature to the Creator. Christ, in a word, takes upon 
Himself the whole of man’s obligations in order by the 


1 See Ath. Orat. c. Avian. i. 41-45, 
* See generally Aquinas, Summa, p. iii, qu. 49, 
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merit of His lifelong obedience to completely discharge 
them. 

(c) Christ’s sacrifice of Himself is also a ransom *— 
a costly price by which redemption is achieved, 7.e. the 
deliverance of humanity from slavery to sin and Satan 
and from the eternal punishment of sin. The words 
AdTpov and aodvTpwots are largely coloured by Old 
Testament associations. “ The idea,’ says Bishop West- 
cott, “of a ransom received by the power from which the 
captive is delivered is practically lost in Avtpodcbar.” 
The word, in fact, seems to imply two things: exertion 
of a mighty force and acquisition at a great cost.’ 
Christ’s death is in both respects a ransom: in the worl 
of redemption we see the triumphant and irresistible dis- 
play of Divine power ;* the result of redemption is only 
achieved at a mighty cost—-we were bought with a pre, 
redeemed with the precious blood of Christ.* 

(d) The word propitiation ((Aacpos)® does not origin- 
ally imply, as we are accustomed perhaps to suppose, the 
act of appeasing one who is angry; the Greek word 
expresses the alteration of circumstances or conditions 
which have produced the alienation. God is unchanging; 
and when we ascribe to Him the affection of “anger,” we 
express in human fashion the fact of His necessary resent- 
ment against sin. God cannot welcome the impenitent 
sinner; He cannot treat sin as something other than it 
is. “ Propitiation,” in the New Testament sense, means 
an act which, so to speak, neutralises or “ covers” the sin 
of him who is “in Christ”; who by sincere repentance 

18. Mt. xx. 28; cp. 1 Tim. ii. 6. 

2 The Epistle to the Hebrews, p. 296. Of. Chrys. ad Rom. iii. 24. 

3 Cp. Eph. i. 19 f. 41 Cor. vi. 20; 1 Pet. i. 19. 
51 Jo. ii. 2, iv. 10. 

6 Aug. de Trin. v. 17: ‘‘Sic etiam cum iratus malis dicitur et placidus 


bonis, illi mutantur, non ipse; sicut lux infirmis oculis aspera, firmis 
lenis est, ipsorum scilicet mutatione, non sua.” 
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renews his union with the Redeemer, and “in Him” finds 
acceptance.4 

(ec) The death of Christ is also “vicarious,” in the - 
sense that He suffered not only as our representative, 
but in our stead. He suffered something which we were 
too weak? to. endure, yet which had to be endured if 
atonement was to be achieved. It is at this point that 
we touch the element of supreme mystery in the atoning 
work of Christ. We do not know either the precise 
nature of His sufferings or the exact degree in which 
His submission to them has exempted us from the penal- 
ties of guilt. But in any case the substitution of Christ 
for the guilty race depended upon, and corresponded to, 
the actual relation in which He stood to men as the 
result of His Incarnation. His representative character 
enabled Him to be the natural substitute for sinners, so 
that He suffered for sins, the just for the wnjust, that He 
might bring us to God 

(f) Once more, the effect of our Lord’s death was a 
reconciliation between God and man;‘ an “at-one-ment” 
(kaTadrayy), putting an end to the state of alienation 
or enmity which resulted from human sin. “In vain 
it is objected that the Scripture saith our Saviour recon- 
ciled men to God, but nowhere teacheth that He reconciled 
God to man; for in the language of the Scripture, to 
reconcile a man to God is, in our vulgar language, to 
reconcile God to man—that is, to cause Him, who before 
was angry and offended with him, to be gracious and 
propitious to him.... In the like manner we are 
said to be reconciled unto God when God is reconciled, 
appeased, and become gracious and favourable unto us; 


1See Westcott, Hpistles of S. John, p- 83f.; Trench, Synonyms of the 
N.T. p. 298 f. 

? Rom. v. 6. 31 Pet. iii, 18, ii, 24, 

*Rom. v. 10; 2 Cor. v. 18; Col. i, 20. 
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and Christ is said to reconcile us unto God, when He 
hath moved and obtained of God to be reconciled unto 
us, when He hath appeased Him and restored us unto 
His favour. Thus when we were enemies we were reconciled 
to God—that is, notwithstanding He was offended with 
us for our sins, we were restored under His favour by the 
death of His Son (Rom. v. 10).”1 In short, the word 
“reconciliation,” like “ propitiation,” is a description, in 
the terms of a human analogy, of the objective change 
in the relation between God and sinful man which was 
brought about by our Lord’s death. It has already been 
pointed out that the anger of God is our mode of con- 
ceiving and describing that necessary resentment with 
which the God of holiness must regard moral evil. Sin 
must inevitably be banished from the Divine presence. 
Such, then, are the terms in which Scripture usually 
describes the effect of the Son’s atoning work. No 
doubt many other aspects of His sacrifice are recognised 
in the New Testament. Some of them are comprised in 
- the following summary of Bernard in his treatise on the 
errors of Abelard: Non mors sed voluntas placuit sponte 
morientis, et illa morte expungentis mortem, operantis 
salutem, restituentis imnocentiam, triwumphantis principatus 
et potestates, spoliantis inferos, ditantis superos, pacificantis 
que in clo sunt et que in terra, omnia instawrantis? 
Christ’s sacrifice is of universal validity. He died for all, 
but men do not always actually appropriate the virtue of 
the passion, which becomes effectual for those only who 
by an act of faith identify themselves with the submission 
made on their behalf by Christ, and who are by baptism 


1 Pearson’s Exposition of the Creed, art. x. Pearson is arguing against 
the Socinian statement that in Scripture we are said to be reconciled to 
God, but God is not said to be reconciled tous. Cp. a passage in Aug. 
de Tyin. xiii. 21, and a note in Sanday and Headlam on Komans, p. 129. 

2 de error. Abael. viii. 21. 
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really incorporated into Him, becoming thereby living 
members of the second Adam. The righteousness of 
Jesus Christ, and the virtue of His death, are really 
imparted to Christians in the sacrament of the new 
birth (Rom. vi.). They are accounted righteous, as being 
actual living members of a righteous person. 

vi. The nature of Christ’s sufferings. 

It may.be regarded as an axiom that Jesus Christ 
suffered, because He willed to suffer, all that a holy 
being could suffer on our behalf. “If the hypostatic 
union communicated to His sacred humanity a strength 
infinite in the Giver, it was only that He might suffer in 
proportion. . . . He suffered everything that it was 
possible for a human nature united to the Divine to 
suffer.”” There is therefore reason to suppose that He 
could suffer the mental agony of a true and perfect con- 
trition for the sins of men; He could sorrow for them 
as laid upon Himself, with a capacity of “appropriative 
penitence” beyond our power to realise. “He felt the 
heinousness of sin as being one with God; and He felt 
the awfulness of the curse resting upon sin as being one 
with each individual sinner.” 

Further, Christ could endure in a real sense the 
penalties of sin; not indeed that we can allow, with Cal- 
vin and others, that He suffered the torments of the lost 
intensively if not extensively. For there is necessarily a 

? Aquin. Summa, iii. 49.1 resp. : ‘‘Sicut naturale corpus est unum ex mem- 
brorum diversitate consistens, ita tota ecclesia que est mysticum corpus 
Christi, computatur quasi una persona cum suo capite, quod est Christus.” 
Ibid. 49. 3ad 3: ‘ Satisfactio Christi habet effectum in nobis inquantum 


incorporamur ei, ut membra suo capiti.” 

2 Grou, Manwal, etc. [Eng. tr.], p. 875. 

5R. M. Benson, Ep. to the Romans, p. 216. Cp. Newman, Discourses 
on various occasions, serm, on ‘‘The mental sufferings of our Lord in His 
passion.” Bruce, Humit. of Christ, p. 317 f., seems too critical of this 
view. In Macleod Campbell, The Atonement, it perhaps assumes dis- 
proportionate importance ; ep. Bruce, p. 351. 
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limit to what a sinless soul can suffer, and the atoning 
value of His sufferings depends, not on their quantitative 
or qualitative relation to the sins of men, but on the 
infinite dignity of the sufferer, on the perfection of His 
obedience and self-humiliation, and on the depth and 
intensity of His love. Nevertheless, Christ could indeed 
taste of death;+ nay, only the sinless one could taste it 
in its full bitterness, as vividly apprehending that which 
is the sting of death—the wrath of God.2 The horror 
of death which marked the true Israelite (e.g. in Ps. xxii.) 
would be His in the fullest degree; and the dereliction 
would be heart-breaking to a sinless soul. It may 
therefore be allowed that Christ endured all the signs, 
but not the affection of Divine displeasure; but in any 
case it is vain to speculate as to the precise measure of 
those a@yvwora ma? which He alone, in virtue of His 
holiness and love, was capable of enduring for our 
redemption. 

vii. The descent into hell.+ 

The following points are of special importance :— 

1. Neither the soul nor the body of the Redeemer 
was for a moment parted from His Divine person.® 
“The humanity of the Son of God was neither wholly 
in the sepulchre, nor wholly in Hades; but in the 


1 Heb. ii. 9. 

2 Cp. Delitzsch on Hebrews, im loc.; Mason, Faith of the Gospel, ¢. vi. 
§ 19; Aug. de Trin. iv. 6. ; 

3 It must suffice to refer to the treatment of this subject by Aquinas, 
Summa, iii. 46. artt. 5, 6, 7, 8. Cp. Bruce, Humit. of Christ, p. 338. 

4On the history of this article, see Pearson, It first appears in the 
ereed of Aquileia (cire. 406), but is generally found in the earlier 
Fathers. Cp. Hagenhach, Hist. of Doctrines, § 69; H. Browne on Thirty- 
Nine Articles, art. 3. 

5 See (e.g.) [Ath.] c. Apoll. ii. 14, 15; Lp. ad Hpict. v.; Greg. Nyss. 
Antirrh. xvii. etc.; Aquinas, Summa, iii. 50. 2 and 3; also Pearson, On 
the Creed, art. vy. note 76 (quoting Fulgentius, ad Thrasim. iii. 34, as 
above). 
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sepulchre Christ lay dead as touching His true flesh, 
as touching His soul He descended to Hades; and as 
touching the same soul He returned from Hades to the 
flesh which He had left in the sepulchre. But as 
touching His Deity, which is not subject to limitations 
of space, nor comprehensible within bounds, totus fuit in 
sepulchro cum carne, totus in Inferno cum anima; ac per 
hoe plenus fuit ubique Christus; quia non est Deus ab 
humanitate quam susceperat separatus, qui et in anima sua 
fut, ut solutis Inferni doloribus ab Inferno victriz rediret, 
et in carne sua fuit, ut celeri resurrectione corrumpr non 
pposset.” 

2. “Hades” is apparently a general name embracing 
two states: a blessed but not perfect condition or sphere 
called Paradise; and a suffering but not perfectly 
miserable sphere assigned to the wicked, and generally 
called Hades. The mysterious work of the Redeemer 
seems to have been the visitation of either sphere. With 
the soul of the penitent malefactor at His side, He 
entered Paradise ;* and He also visited that place or 
state where “some at least were confined who had died 
an apparently impenitent death by the visitation of 
God.”* Beyond this it is only possible to speak with 
the strictest reserve; and it is difficult to endorse the 
confident language of Cornelius 4 Lapide: Certum est 
Christum cum latrone . . . descendisse ad limbum patrum ; 
abique eis visionem sue divinitatis impertisse, itague eos 
beasse ; quare tune Christus eorum sortes mutavit ; Secii 


Cp. Trench, Studies in the Gospels, p. 318, note 3. 

? 8. Lk. xxiii, 43. Ath. Zxpos. fid. 1, maintains that Christ, with the 
soul of the robber, re-entered the very Paradise whence Adam was expelled 
for his sin. See generally Aquinas, Swmma, iii. 52, esp. artt. 2 and 5, 

* Mason, Faith of the Gospel, p. 212. See 1 Pet. iii, 18, iv. 6. We 
should notice the prominence given to the history of Noah in our Lord’s 
teaching, which seems to have deeply impressed S, Peter (S. Mt. xxiv. 
37 f.; S. Lk, xvii, 26 f.), 
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enim ut limbus esset paradisus, ut infert essent superr, ut 
infernus esset celum. Ubi enim est Christus, ibi est 
paradisus ; ubi est visio Dei et beatitudo, ibi et celum, 

3. The article is important as proving the verity and 
completeness of Christ’s manhood; the descent into 
Hades shows that He had a human soul ag well as a 
human body. It was accordingly customary among the 
Hathers who opposed the error of Apollinaris to lay 
special stress on the doctrine of Christ’s descent into 
hell? 

vii. The high-priesthood of the Redeemer? 

The Epistle to the Hebrews, of which Christ’s priest- 
hood is the central theme, treats the Incarnation, and the 
conditions of Christ’s human life, as the essential pre- 
paration for His high-priestly function and ministry. 
The main purport of the Epistle is to show that Christ 
fulfils the functions of a double high-priesthood—the 
Aaronic and the Melchizedekian. 

1. Christ embodies the Aaronic or Levitic type of 
- priesthood. He brings the offering of a spotless victim 
—Himeself. Into this offering enters as a permanent 
element the “obedience ” of His human life. The whole 
discipline of earthly trial and service was preparatory to 
a final, culminating act of high-priestly ministry—the 
self-oblation on the Cross, Christ was obedient unto death? 
Next, He enters once for all within the veil as the Levitic 
high-priests had done year by year continually. Every 
condition of acceptable atonement having been fulfilled,4 
Christ passes into heaven itself through His own blood, 
and is manifested in the presence of God for us® The death 


1 Cp. Pearson, Z.c. 

*See an outline for study in Westcott, Ep. to the Hebrews, p. 70 ff, 
Cp, Aquinas, Swmma, iii, 22. 

> Phil. ii. 8; Heb. vii. 27, viii. 8, ix. 14, 26, x. 10-12, 

48. Jo. xix. 30. 

5 Heb. iy. 14, vi. 20, viii, 12, 16, ix. 12, 24, 
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of Christ must not be considered apart from His triumph. 
Only when the whole typical transaction of the Day of 
Atonement is fulfilled; only, that is, when our Lord has. 
died, risen, and ascended, is the atoning work complete.’ 

2. Christ is also a priest after the order of Melchizedek : 
a priest enthroned, representing man to God and God to 
man. He who has made atonement (Heb. i. 3), and has 
cleansed the sphere of human worship (ix. 23), has taken 
His seat upon the throne and so entered upon the 
possession of that which by His obedience He has 
merited. His priesthood is universal and lifted above 
the limitations of nationality or time. Henceforth He 
applies to mankind the effects of His atoning work; He 
gathers the fruits of a victory already achieved; and 
“through the fulfilment of His work for His Church He 
moves towards the fulfilment of His work for the world.” 2 

The Epistle in various passages indicates the nature 
and scope of Christ’s. present work as high-priest. 

(a) Intercession. Christ intercedes for us by His pre- 
sence: “ His perpetual presentation of Himself before the 
Father is that which constitutes His intercession.” It 
is not specially His passion which He is said to plead. 
Just as the ancient high priest stood without utterance 
before the ark in the Holy of Holies on the day of 
Atonement, so it suffices that Jesus is manifested in the 
presence of God for us.“ He presents humanity to the 
Father, consummated in accordance with the truth of 


1 Obs. the doctrinal importance of the resurrection and ascension. 
The resurrection was the seal of Divine acceptance impressed upon the 
Son’s earthly work (cp. Rom. iv. 25); the ascension, or entry into the 
Divine presence, completed the work, and imparted to it an eternal 
validity. Cp. Milligan, The Resurrection of our Lord, pp. 187-142 ; 
Delitzsch on Hebrews, vol. ii. p. 82; Sanday and Headlam on Romans, 
p. 116. 

2 Westcott, Lp. to the Hebrews, p. 230. 

3 Liddon, Bampton Lectures, p. 493. 

4 Heb, ix. 24: euparicOfvar 7G rpocwmrw Tod Geod. See Westcott, ad Zoe. 
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the Divine purpose. It is His very presence which 
pleads ; in Him humanity is enabled to bear the light of 
the Divine countenance unveiled. 

(b) The grace of access. Through Jesus Christ the 
prayers and praises of the faithful are presented, and 
find acceptance, before God;! through Him, and in His 
blood,—compassed as it were and clothed with the merit 
or virtue of His life and sacrificial death,—Christians 
have their access to the holy place; they are brought 
~ near, as priests and kings, to God; as children they 
approach the Father; as supplants they come boldly to 
the throne of grace* Thus in union with Jesus Christ, 
the faithful enjoy perpetually that which under the old 
covenant was the privilege of one individual only, on 
one day in the year. 

(c) Sustenance. The reference to Melchizedek implies 
that Christ fulfils a ministry similar to that which was 
mysteriously exercised by that ancient priest of the most 
high God. He solemnly blesses in the power of the 
’ Divine name, and He brings forth bread and wine to be 
the heavenly food of His people.? 

(d) Purification. In Heb. ix. 13,14, a contrast is 
drawn between the external purificatory rites of Judaism, 
—the purgation with blood on the Day of Atonement, and 
the removal of ceremonial defilement by means of the 
ashes of an heifer,*—-and the inward effectual operation 
of the blood of Christ. The Mosaic rites availed to 
renew the covenant fellowship between God and His 
people which might have been interrupted by sin; they 
removed the accumulated defilement arising from daily 
action and intercourse, or from contact with death. But 


1 Heb. xiii. 15. 

2 Heb, iv. 16, vii. 25, ete. Cp. Rom. v. 2; Eph. ii. 18, iii, 12, 
3 See Aquinas, Summa, iii. 22. 6 ad 2. 

4 Ley. xvi. 18f.; Num. xix. 17 f. 
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their effect was outward and transitory; they hallowed, 
but could not purge, the worshipper. Their effect might 
be described in the word dysacpos, which implies merely 
the renewal of stated covenant conditions, the reconsecra- 
tion of what had been desecrated or profaned. But the 
effect of Christ’s blood is a true and inward purgation 
of the character and conscience from moral and spiritual 
defilement ;* His blood is a real means of cleansing 
(xaapscopos), of actual deliverance from the stain of guilt 
and from the power of sin. It is not merely the means 
of atonement as the symbol of man’s submission to the 
penalties of sin, but also the source of healing and 
renewed strength. The communication of the blood of 
Christ, whether in the gift of absolution, or in the grace 
of holy communion, is in fact the communication of a 
Divine life annihilating the stains and reinforcing the 
frailty of nature. 


Nore.—The question has been asked, Why God did 
not restore man by a mere jiat? why was a redemptive 
act necessary ? 

The following outline of answers that have been given 
may be suggestive :— 

1. Athanasius in the de Incwrnatione holds that though 
a fiat of Divine omnipotence might have called things 
non-existent into existence, yet when things actually 
existent were perishing and wasting away, a fiat would 
be insufficient. “Christ came to heal things existent 
(ra dvta); and He became man to that end, and used 
the body as a human instrument.”2 In the Orations, 
however, he suggests a deeper line of thought. The 
restoration of man by a mere fiat would have been non- 
moral ; it would have been unworthy of a God in whom 


1 Heb. ix. 14; cp. 18. Jo. i. 7 (Westcott, add. note), 
2 de Incarn. xliv. See above, p. 847. 
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mere force is subject and secondary to goodness. “ We 
ought to consider,” he says, “what is really profitable for 
mankind, and not in all matters to calculate what is 
possible for God to achieve. . . . For what He doeth is 
also expedient for men, and could not with seemliness be 
otherwise done.”! In other words, the question is not, 
why could not God do so and so? but, what is most 
worthy of ‘one who is perfect love ? 

2. John of Damascus and others held that the enemy 
of man would have had a just ground of complaint if he 
had been crushed by force.” This idea that in His deal- 
ings with Satan God necessarily adopted the method of 
perfect justice, is very common in the Fathers. The 
same noble idea is present in Augustine, namely, that 
the mere exercise of power is less worthy of God than 
goodness and justice. 

3. Anselm points out that if any other method of 
redemption had been adopted, man would have had no 
part in the conquest. Here he follows Irenus, who 
' teaches that the very nature which had sinned must 
become victorious over sin; or as Anselm expresses it, 
the nature which owed the debt to God must pay it. 
Only one who is very God can discharge the debt ; man 
alone ought to discharge it 

4. Bernard deprecates the question,* but gives his own 
answer, which is characteristic. Man, he says, in con- 
sequence of the Incarnation, is more likely to be per- 
petually mindful of God’s goodness. Living as they do, 
in a land of forgetfulness, men might have become ungrate- 
ful and forgetful of their benefactor, but for redemption. 
So in one of his sermons, he says: “Some one may say, 


1 Orat. c. Arian. ii. 68. 

2 de orth, fid. iii, 18; ep. Aug. de Trin. xiii. 13, and see Hagenbach, 
Hist. of Doctrines, § 134. ® Cur Deus Homo? i, 22, ii. 7. 

4 Ep. 190, de error. Abael. viii. 19, 20. 
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‘God was not able to restore His work without, all this 
difficulty’; nay, He was able, but He preferred to do it 
at the cost of suffering to Himself, rather than need-. 
lessly occasion the odious fault of ingratitude in man.” * 
Aquinas, in discussing the fitness of the Incarnation, sug- 
gests somewhat similar considerations. The Incarnation 
was a great means of instruction ; man learned from it his 
duty to his Maker, and the dignity of his own nature ; 
his hope was aroused, his pride subdued, his deliverance 
from sin effected.” Both Bernard and Aquinas seem to 
recognise the element of truth in ‘Abelard’s subjective 
view of the atonement as a Divine incentive to love. 

5. The consideration has been justly urged in modern 
times that no restoration of man is worthy of God that 
does not fully respect man’s freedom as a moral being. 
Annihilation of the sinner would be a. mere confession of 
failure, so to speak, on God’s part ; and any compulsory 
restoration, which should override man’s will and deal 
with him as a broken machine or instrument, would be 
only another form of annihilation; for freedom is an 
essential element in human nature, and man’s restoration 
is not worth while achieving unless he is freely won to 
submission and obedience.® 


III. It remains to consider another momentous depart- 


1 in Cant. xi. 7. 2 Summa, ili. 1. 2. 

® Fairbairn, Christ in Mod. Theol. p. 466. The same idea is suggested 
by Iren. v. 1. 1: ‘* Quoniam injuste dominabatur nobis apostasia et quum 
natura essemus Dei omnipotentis, alienavit nos contra naturam, suos 
proprios faciens discipulos; potens in omnibus Dei Verbum et non 
deficiens in sua justitia, juste etiam adversus ipsam conversus est 
apostasiam, ea que sunt sua redimens ab ea; non cum vi, quemadmodum 
illa initio dominabatur nostri, ea que non erant sua insatiabiliter 
rapiens ; sed secundum suadelam, quemadmodum decebat Deum, suaden- 
tem (et non vim inferentem) accipere que vellet, etc.” The point here 
is that the method of persuasion alone is worthy of God, though Ireneus 
regards the suade/a as employed towards Satan rather than man. 
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ment of the Redeemer’s work: the re-creation of human 
nature through grace. 

In the early days of Christianity, when the impres- 
sion produced by the forlorn and helpless condition of 
humanity was profound and widespread, when human 
corruption seemed to have arrived at its zenith! and the 
world to be verging towards entire ruin and decay, 
‘Christian apologists eagerly welcomed that aspect of the 
Incarnation under which it was proclaimed as the renewal 
of all things, the gift of a new life to perishing humanity. 
Sin was contemplated less perhaps in its moral aspect as 
a radical defect of human nature, than as the source of 
corruption and decay to creation at large. The unspeak- 
able joy. of the early Christian Church was its sense of a 
Divine power at work in the world, really making all 
things new. The vivid experience of individual gouls, com- 
bined with the consciousness of disturbance and upheaval 
in the pagan society surrounding them, led Christian 
thinkers to dwell particularly on the work of redemption 
as one of re-creation. Nor were they slow to apprehend 
the wisdom and fitness of the Incarnation as a movement 
of Divine love, whereby the great Creator Himself under- 
took the work of re-creation. Athanasius, for instance, 
repeatedly insists that only the Creator can renew fallen 
humanity; only the Creator can penetrate to the very 
roots of the nature which has become subject to corrup- 
tion and sin; accordingly the Word of God, by whom 
all things were originally brought into being, comes to 
the assistance of His perishing creature; and by taking 
flesh becomes the restorer of humanity and the head of 
the new creation.” By an act of condescension correspond- 


1 “Omne in precipiti vitium stetit” (Juvenal, Sut. i. 149). 

’Apxh Tis Kawis kricews(Orat.c. Arian. ii.70, ete.). Cp. Just. M. Dial. 
c. Tryph. 188: 6 yap Xpurds .. . dpyh wddw dddov yevous yéyover Tod 
dvayevyn%értos bm’ abrod dv’ vdaros Kal rlarews Kal Evdov. 
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ing to that whereby He originally called the universe 
into existence, the Word deigned to become the first- 
begotten of creation and to lift it into the state of adop-- 
tion. His characteristic work was the renewal of the 
first creation, and its sustentation in the renewed state. 

Now it is the doctrine of the New Testament that 
this work of renewal is accomplished by the ascended 
Christ, acting through the medium of His glorified 
humanity. “The human nature of Christ is raised by 
the Spirit of God into the resurrection might. Spiritual- 
ised? quickened with new capacities of life, but not 
dehumanised, the God-accepted, God-united humanity is 
lifted to the Divine glory, to be thence, as the second 
Adam, through the ministry of the Spirit, the source 
of regenerating, re-creating life to His body, the Church.” 
The last Adam became a life-giving Spirit is the pregnant 
statement of S. Paul;* in its glorified state Christ’s 
manhood becomes the medium whereby the fulness of 
the Divine life is communicated to man; by the resur- 
rection and ascension it acquires an inexhaustible power 
of self-communication to man. And so, as Leo tersely 
expresses it, Christ capt esse divinitate preesentior qui 
foetus est humanitate longinguior.® 

To this aspect of Christ’s operation on humanity 
corresponds the familiar patristic doctrine of man’s 
“ deification.” Human nature is “ deified” through the 
real indwelling of Christ’s presence in His members. 
He has ordained and instituted media through which 
He vouchsafes to enter into them and to inhabit them 

1 Orat. c. Arian. ii. 64: cvyxaraBdvTos Too Adyou, viorroetrae Kal adr 
7 xrlows 6’ adrod. See the chapters which follow. 

2 Aquinas, Swmma, iii. 54. 38. 


5 Art. in Oh. Quart. Review, no. 32, p. 292. So Milligan, The Resur- 
rection of our Lord, p. 167 f. 


41 Cor, xv. 45. Op. Iren. iii. esp. 18. 1, 7, 21. 10, 22. 3. 
5 Serm. de res. Dom, ii. 
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ad 
personally. The Word dwells, as S. John teaches, in us; 
the graces and excellences of His manhood overflow into 
the members of His body; of His fulness have all we 
received, and grace for grace. 

The agent in this mystical process of re-creation is the 
Holy Spirit “accomplishing the presence” of the ascended 
Lord. In the presence of the indwelling Spirit, who 
proceeds forth from Christ’s exalted manhood, the Lord 
Himself is present. “By reason of the grace of the 
Spirit given unto us, both we are in Him and He in 
us; and since the Spirit is God’s, through His indwell- 
ing in wus, we, possessing the Spirit, are reasonably 
accounted to be in God; and so God actually is in us. 
. . . By our participation in the Spirit we are united to 
the Deity.”® The Spirit is, in fact, the true vicar of 
Christ ;? it is His work to manifest Christ, and the 
things of Christ, to men; His to convey to individual 
souls the enriching energies of Christ’s manhood. He 
who “as power is immanent in nature, as spirit is 
‘immanent in man.”°® 

In accordance with the principle involved in the 
Divine Incarnation, the mode of the Spirit’s operation 

HS. JO. 1.16. Op. esp, Ath. Orat. c. Arion. i. 389, 43, wu. AT, 
iii. 34, 89. In iii. 33 he uses the striking expression AoywHelons ris 
capkes ; ini. 52 he speaks of Christ as xopnyds dperfs ; ep. i. 48. 

2 Ath. Orat. ii. 24 (very explicit); ep. 1. 46,11. 14. So Iren. iii. 17. 1, 
speaks of the Holy Spirit in men as ‘‘ voluntatem Patris operans in ipsis 
et renovans eos a vetustate in novitatem.” 

3 Tert. de preescr. xxviii. Iren. iii. 17. 3, says that to the Spirit Christ 
commended man who had fallen among thieves: cp. iii. 24, 1. Hugh 
of §. Victor (de Sacr. ii. 2) says with great beauty: ‘‘ Primum Filius 
venit ut homines liberarentur ; postea Spiritus Sanctus venit ut homines 
beatificarentur. Primum ille a inalo liberavit ; postea hic ad bona revo- 
cavit. Ile abstulit quod sustinebamus ; hic reddidit quod perdideramus.” 

4On the relation of the Holy Spirit to Christ’s manhood, see a 
thoughtful and striking chapter (iv.) in Milligan, The Ascension and 


Heavenly Priesthood of owr Lord. 
5 Fairbairn, Christ in Mod. Theol. p. 488. 
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is sacramental; the Incarnation was itself the supreme 
illustration of the sacramental method, ae. the convey- 
ance of spiritual and Divine gifts through visible and- 
material channels. Matter was for ever consecrated to 
be the veil and vehicle of spirit ; and it is important to 
bear in mind the mysterious closeness of connection 
between the work of the Holy Ghost and the sacraments 
ordained by Christ... They convey an actual communi- 
cation of the life of the risen Christ to the soul; and 
being moral instruments of grace, their saving operation 
necessarily depends on the moral condition of the re- 
cipient. But the point to be insisted upon here is the 
perpetual co-operation between the Son and Holy Spirit 
in the work of man’s salvation ; so that while the grace 
of the sacraments flows from the passion of Christ, their 
actual operation in the soul depends upon the presence 
of the Holy Spirit, whose office it is to accomplish the 
saving union of man’s nature with the human nature of 
the Son. The Spirit is, in a word, the agent through 
whom the exalted humanity of the Divine Son is applied 
to our sinful nature for its healing and restoration? 


The three aspects of our Lord’s work have thus been 
briefly exhibited in their connection. He who through 
the obedience of His life became outwardly our ex- 
ample, and who by the sacrifice of the cross removed the 
barrier which sin had raised between God and His 
creatures, becomes through the agency of the Holy 
Spirit the source of a new life, re-creating men after 
His own image. “For it was not only that Christ 
exhibited the natural qualities of manhood in their 
most perfect state, but that He conferred upon it a 

1Aug. de Trin. iii. 10 (of the Eucharist): ‘‘ Non sanctificatur ut sit 


tam magnum sacramentum, nisi operante invisibiliter Spiritu Dei.” 
* Cp. Wilberforce, he Incarnation, chap. x. 
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power which was above nature... . The union of man- 
kind with Christ is not a mere imitation—the following 
a good model—the fixing our thoughts upon One who 
has shown in the clearest manner how God may be 
served and men benefited; it is an actual and a real 
union, whereby all renewed men are joined to the second, 
as they were by nature to the first, Adam. ... Our 
salvation therefore does not depend merely on our own 
efforts, on the self-dependent exertions-of men to cure 
their inherent evils, but on the external influence of that 
head of our race who mercifully conforms His brethren 
to His own likeness.” 4 

A few words may be added touching the consummation 
of the Redeemer’s work. The goal of human history is 
described symbolically in Scripture as a kingdom of 
perfected human beings, penetrated and possessed by the 
life and Spirit of God. “The Word became flesh,” says 
Athanasius, “in order that He might make man capable 
of receiving Deity.” He who dwelt with men aims at 
~ dwelling im them; only so can be accomplished that 
entire self-communication of God to His creatures which 
belongs to the essence of the chief Good’ and which 
alone can satisfy man’s upward aspirations. For it 
belongs to the true idea of human nature not to be 
independent of God, but to be a temple for the Divine 
nature ; to be penetrated and possessed by Deity. This 
is the goal towards which our nature strives; it is the 
condition also of individual perfection. “The Son of 
God was made son of man,” says Ireneus, “ that He 
might accustom man to receive God, and might accustom 


1 Wilberforce, op. cit. pp. 199-202. 

2 Ath. Orat. c. Arian. li. 59: Wa rov dsOpwrov Sexrixdy Gedryros 
Toney. 

3 Aquinas, Summa, iii. qu. 1, art. 1. 

4 Cp. Martensen, Christian Dogmatics, § 137. 
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God to dwell in man.” And again, “ He became man 
in order that man, embracing the Spirit of God, might 
pass over into the glory of the Father.”1 “In the time. 
of restitution,” says Nazianzen,? “we shall be wholly 
godlike ”; 6dov Oeoeideis, Srov Ocod yapntiKol Kal povov' 
TOUTO yap  TEAELwOLS TIPOS HY aTrEvSopED. 

But this consummation is destined to come about 
through judgment, and the office of judgment is committed 
to the Son, in virtue of the relationship in which He 
stands to our race; in virtue also of His being Himself 
the Truth: Judwium ... ad hominem qui est veritate 
imbutus pertinet, secundum quod est unum quodammodo cum 
ipsa veritate, quasi quedam lex et quedam justitia animata? 

Meanwhile as King Christ sits enthroned at the right 
hand of the Majesty on high, watching and guiding the 
fortunes of His Church, bearing all things onward in 
their course towards the appointed end, and ‘extending 
His dominion by a gradual victory over all that defies or 
resists His sway. And while He waits in calm expectancy 
till His foes be made His footstool, to His servants He is 
the ever-living source of grace to help in time of need.* 
Thus the New Testament combines with the revelation of 
Christ’s majesty the assurance of His tenderness. “ Our 
Priest is King and our King is Priest. The Son of God 
is also Jesus the Son of man.” ® 

1 Tren. iii. 20. 2, iy. 20. 5. 


*Greg. Naz. Orat. xxx. 6. Cp. Milligan, The Resurrection of our 
Lord, pp. 189-195. 

* Aquinas, Summa, iii. 59.2ad1. Op. S, Jo. v. 27. 

4 See Heb. i. 3, x. 18, iv. 16. 

5 Westcott, Christus conswmumator, pp. 48, 44. 


CONCLUSION 


WE approached the study of the great doctrine which 
_ has occupied our attention in the foregoing pages under 
the guidance of 8. John. In the prologue to his Gospel 
he describes in general outline the nature, the signifi- 
cance, and the permanent issues of the Divine Incarna- 
tion. Our closing reflections may appropriately take the 
form of a short expansion of another statement of the 
same inspired writer,—a statement which some would 
attribute to the Redeemer Himself, but which appears 
more probably to be a comment of the evangelist on the 
discourse of our Lord with Nicodemus: God so loved 
_ the world, that He gave His only begotten Son, that who- 
soever believeth in Him should not perish, but have everlasting 
life. 

Speaking generally, that which has secured the hold 
of §. John’s Gospel on the thought and affection of 
Christendom, is pre-eminently its simplicity. Attention 
has been so often and so persistently directed to its 
difficulties—its profound theology, or its use of abstract 
modes of expression, that we have in some degree lost 
sight of that which is not less remarkable—its power of 
appealing to the simple and unlettered, of presenting 
Divine truth in a manner level with their capacity, of 
using Imagery the purport of which is plain to ordi- 
nary spiritual insight. Certainly in the utterance just 
quoted, we find the simplest summary of essential truth 

13, Jo: tai. 16. 
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that is contained in the New Testament. Here are 
combined the simplicity of age and the simplicity of 
knowledge. When life is far advanced, the realities of 
the unseen world become clear in proportion to their 
nearness; the primal facts of life stand out in their 
true proportions ; things that have interrupted or dis- 
torted the earliest visions of truth fade and vanish. “To 
me,” the poet makes S. John say, 


“To me that story, ay, that Life and Death 
Of which I wrote ‘it was’—to me, it is; 
Is here and now; I apprehend nought else. 
Love, wrong, and pain, what see I else around ?” 


Hence in S. John’s writings we find the language of 
calm assertion taking the place of reasonings, of balanced 
statements; advancing moral insight finds a new direct- 
ness of utterance. Accordingly Aristotle bids us pay heed 
to the unproved statements of the old, because through age 
they have the eye of experience. Where facts are familiar 
from long and intense contemplation of them, they admit 
of being described simply. The mind which apprehends 
them is content to say, as S. John so often does in his 
Kpistle, “We know.” We know that we are of God. We 
know that the Son of God is come. And the simplicity which 
belongs to age belongs also to knowledge. We cannot be 
said to know a truth until we can give it expression in 
terms of the widest and simplest relationships. §. John 
speaks simply, not only because spiritual truth is most 
adequately conveyed to others under familiar imagery, 
but also because he knows profoundly what he teaches. 

God loved the world. Here is, in the first place, the 
general point of view from which the mystery of re- 
demption is to be approached and estimated. 

The idea of “the world” which meets us in 8, John’s 
writings is in many respects peculiar to himself, The 
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phrase has a moral and also a physical application. It 
implies that the dwelling-place of man is the scene of 
conflict between Divine and human will. All that is 
averted from God, all that ignores Him, all that bids 
Him defiance—that is “the world” as a moral concep- 
tion. The habitable globe, marred, darkened, depraved by 
the power of human will alienated from God—that is “the 
world” as a physical fact: in other words, “the present 
order viewed in its alienation from God.”. It is this world 
of which 8. John tells us that God loved the world. 

Tt has been said that love is gifted with an insight 
which is ordinarily mistaken for blindness. He who 
loves discerns in the object of his affection something 
which is concealed from the gaze of others. He sees 
what his beloved might be; he sees the ideal nobleness, 
purity, or power which adverse circumstances repress, 
or superficial faults of character obscure. So we may 
venture to think it is with the Divine love for the 
world. God beholds the world, not as it is in itself, but 
- as it is in Him who is the beginning of the creation of God; 
He looks upon it, and it is only not abhorred because 
He regards it not merely in its deformity, its ruin, its 
alienation from Himself, but as it is in idea, and as it 
may hereafter be in fact. The world is transfigured in 
the light of the Divine countenance. God sees it as it 
will be: a new heaven and a new earth, wherein dwelleth 
righteousness. The transfiguring principle is already at 
work. The true light already shineth, and whatever is 
made manifest thereby is light. Old things are passed 
away; they are become new. Just as the individual 
soul, incorporated into Christ, clothed with Christ, 
radiant with the light of Christ, becomes a worthy 
object of Divine acceptance, so in some sense the world 
viewed in its totality is accepted in Christ, and can 
become the object of Divine love. 
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There is a striking passage in John Inglesant which 
describes the emotions excited in a cultivated observer 
by a constant and continuous observance of mankind—. 
their ways, their follies, their pursuits, their pathetic 
strivings and failures, their picturesqueness as they 
group themselves in the play of social life, as they pass 
one by one from the stage on which they have acted 
their part. The observer would have them be always 
what they are to-day; the moral interest insensibly 
gives way before the esthetic. He is content to watch 
them, and to amuse his fancy in ‘the process. “This 
study of human life, this love of human existence, is 
unconnected with any desire for the improvement either 
of the individual or of the race. It is man as he is, not 
man as he might be, or as he should be, which is a 
delightful subject of contemplation to this tolerant 
philosophy which human frailty finds so ,attractive. 
Man’s failings, his self-inflicted miseries, his humours, 
the effect of his very crimes and vices, if not even those 
vices themselves, form a chief part in the changing 
drama upon. which the student’s eyes are so eagerly 
set, and without these it would lose its interest and 
attraction.” This human delight in the world—this 
“pleased acquiescence in life as it is”—stands in broad 
contrast to the love which penetrates beneath the 
appearance of things to their essence and inner reality. 
That which exercises so subtle and mysterious a 
fascination upon the human heart is only the passing 
fashion, the outward surface of the world. The hidden 
forces at work are too fragmentary, too obscure in their 
action, too dispersed in their range, for a human intellect 
steadily to keep in view their tendency and _ effects. 
But the love of God is a transforming power actually at 
work in the world. Through slow and age-long processes 
it works towards that which was eternally present: to 
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the Divine thought: according to His good pleasure which 
He hath purposed in Himself: that in the dispensation of 
the fulness of times, He might gather together in one all 
things in Christ, both which are in heaven and which are 
on earth, even in Him. In Christ the world again 
becomes to Divine eyes a rational order, a moral cosmos. 
S. John’s starting-point then is love’s view of the world. 
And we may observe that all action upon character, on a 
large or small scale, is successful in so far as it is inspired 
by a similar hopefulness. Christian hopefulness springs 
partly from a sober contemplation of the original Divine 
purpose for that which appears to be ruined, or corrupted, 
or crushed ; partly from the assurance of the unfailing, 
unwearied love which works’ behind and in all sincere 
human endeavours. 

But next, God gave His Son. Here in one word 
we have a description of the method of Divine love, its 
essential mode of operation—sacrifice. To an infinite 
and perfect being sacrifice must consist in self-limitation. 
. In creation, Divine love limits itself. It calls into exist- 
ence free, self-conscious beings, with a view to a free 
communication to them of itself. And so far the Divine 
Creator foregoes part of His prerogative. For the 
creature which is free in the moral sense of the word 
is capable of resisting and thwarting the Creator’s will. 
In creating free intelligent beings—beings who are 
capable of going wrong—it would seem that God must 
needs allow evil a place in His world. But as Plato 
taught, and as Athanasius loves to repeat, there can be 
no envy in the Divine nature. Self-communication is 
of its essence. Love therefore creates. But, as we have 
seen,’ creation is only the first stage in a continuous 
process of Divine self-communication. In the Incarna- 
tion of God there is obviously, and to a degree quite 

1 See p. 605. 
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beyond our measurement, a self-limitation of love. And 
finally, the completest, the most final limitation must 
consist in indwelling. For this is the goal of the Divine 
process: I will walk in them, and dwell in them. God with 
man is preparing for a further and final stage, God 7 man. 
The end of man is to be penetrated, indwelt by God. 
Love then manifests itself in sacrifice. Jesus Christ 
presents Himself to mankind as that gift of God, in which 
was included all that men could need. His coming is 
the pledge of God’s willingness to sacrifice Himself. 
And on this mystery of sacrifice in’ God, reverence will 
content itself with one inevitable reflection, namely, the 
impossibility of determining a priori its limits, or the 
nature of its effects. This reflection seems to exclude, 
for instance, the objection urged somewhat crudely a few 
years ago. The doctrine of evolution, it was urged, has 
made it difficult to take literally God’s sacrifice of His 
own Son for the advantage of a race located on a third- 
rate planet, and so “has dealt a deathblow at the 
assumptions of human self-conceit.” It is easy, and 
also true, to rejoin that the relative ideas of an object's 
importance that prevail among men are no clue to the 
possible estimate formed by eternal love. Until men 
have experienced the power, or patiently watched the 
methods of love, they have no standard whereby to 
measure the probabilities, or forecast the direction of 
Divine intervention. For character is that which can . 
display itself in a little field as in a great. What gives 
us a clear conception of a royal person’s character, for 
example, is not necessarily or only the capacity for 
handling with skill and width of grasp large affairs of 
‘State,—dealing, for instance, with a conquered nation, or 
a rebellious faction. "We learn the truth of character 
better perhaps when we hear of a king stooping to 
relieve the wretchedness of a single family, or of a 


CONCLUSION 661 


queen reading beside the sickbed of a cottager or 
comforting a newly-made widow. In the same way 
the peculiar lustre of the love of God is revealed in the 
very fact that while “magnitude does not overpower 
Him, minuteness cannot escape Him.” ‘To us men the 
loss of one sheep out of a hundred might appear a loss 
of insignificant importance. To the Divine compassion 
the single lost one may seem a worthy object of diligent 
and toilsome search. 


“The sense 
Sees greatness only in the senswous greatness : 
Science in that sees little: Faith sees naught : 
The small, the vast, are tricks of earthly vision. 
To God, that omnipresent All-in-each, 
Nothing is small, is far. : 
If earth be oll likelier it seems , that love, 
Compassionate most and condescending most 
To sorrow’s nadir depths, should choose that earth 
For love’s chief triumph, missioning thence her gift 
ven to the utmost zenith.” 


Again, the mystery of sacrifice as an essential element 
in God’s nature and methods of action may guard us 
from hasty assertions in regard to the limits of that 
profound fact which we call the kenosis. To forego 
capacities of action or knowledge may be a difficult 
process to conceive or express in intellectual terms. 
But our power of expressing or intellectually conceiving 
the fact is no measure of what may be a perfectly natural 
mode of working to Divine love.' We may well depre- 
cate, for example, curious or over-minute discussion as 
to the exact conditions and limits of our blessed Lord’s 
knowledge. This is eminently a mystery which is 
intelligible only to love. He that loveth not knoweth 
not God; and many Christians must feel their tongues 
tied by the sense that at the best they do but desire to 

1 See above, p. 608, 
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love. The history of Christian doctrine supplies us with 
but too many instances of the errors into which thought 
has been led by simply insisting on logical inference 
and ceasing to be ethical and spiritual; and perhaps 
Christian character has suffered even more deeply from 
this tendency than Christian philosophy. The safeguard 
against premature dogmatism is to reflect steadily on the 
degree of profound and lifelong communion with the 
source of all love, which lies behind the quiet words of 
the apostle of love, He gave His Son. 

But, as we have said, there is a point in self-sacrifice 
and self-limitation even beyond that act of condescension 
by which God made Himself visible to His helpless and 
sinful creatures. It was an wnspeakable gift that we 
should be taught of God what was the true ideal of 
manhood, in the loveliness of a perfect human life. _ it 
was an even greater gift that love should approve its 
character, should vindicate its glory, by submitting to 
the penalties of outraged moral law. But there was a 
gift beyond—the gift of Divine life. he bread of God 
is He which cometh down from heaven, and giveth life unto 
the world. It is this mystery of the interpenetration of 
the creature by the Creator which was the goal of saintly 
expectation, the crowning point of prophetic visions, and 
the true consummation and completion of the Incarna- 
tion. Thus mystical writers point to the prominence of 
the number twelve in the apocalyptic vision of the 
Church. Twelve, the blending of the Divine number 
three with the number of creation fowr, is a symbol of 
the indwelling of God in His creatures. And go the 
city of God has twelve gates and twelve foundations, and 
twelve times twelve thousand forms the Church of the 
redeemed. The number symbolically represents a com- 
munity indwelt by God. He that sitteth on the throne 

“Rey, xxi. 10f, 
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shall dwell among them. The tabernacle of God is with 
men, and He will dwell among them and they shall be His 
people, and God Himself shall be with them and be their God. 
Such then is the purpose, such the goal of Divine love. 
God’s gift of His Son not only means the mission of one 
who could effect the reconcilement of God and man—the 
removal of that barrier which on any theory is raised 
between God and His creatures by the self-assertion of 
human will. The gift is that of an inward life, a renovat- 
- ing power, the grace of an indwelling presence. And it is 
just at this point, where the thought of atonement leads 
on to that of indwelling as its complement and consum- 
mation, that current religious thought not unfrequently 
recoils, and says as it said of old, “ This is a hard saying, 
who can hear it?” Imagination is oppressed by the 
immensity of the Divine gift, the depth of Divine con- 
descension. The methods of love—its impulse towards 
a complete and permanent union with its object—are to 
many minds strange, unfamiliar, and almost unwelcome. 
- That God should come so close to us as to veil His 
presence beneath visible, tangible symbols, seems to some 
unworthy of the infinite Creator. They do not realise 
that in rejecting or depreciating the mystery of sacra- 
ments, they are setting arbitrary limits to the self- 
abasement of Divine love. They ignore the illuminating 
power of that Spirit which, S. Paul says, we have received 
for this express purpose—that we may know the things 
that are freely given to us of God. Our Lord Himself 
speaks of the gift of God? as if it were the highest object 
of human thought and knowledge: the gift of God, 
surpassing all that men ask or think: the gift of the 
indwelling Christ visiting us in His sacraments of grace, 
in His ministry, in His Church, in all the operations of 
the Spirit; the gift of Him who of God became unto 
, 1g, Jo. iv, 10, 


664 THE INCARNATION 


us wisdom and righteousness and sanctification and 
redemption. 

And at this point we may somewhat extend the 
thought of Divine self-limitation, in order to consider 
how fruitful and important are the results of reason- 
ing from the analogy of the Incarnation in other great 
departments of theological inquiry. We have seen that 
the Incarnation is, in its essence, the communication of a 
Divine gift to mankind under the veil of a tangible and 
visible human form ;! it implies the permanent con- 
secration of matter as the appropriate veil and vehicle of 
spirit. It hallows what is earthly and material to sacra- 
mental uses. “The wisdom of the early Church,” says 
a living writer? “becomes apparent in the tenacity with 
which, when philosophy meant idealism, and the secrets 
of matter were all unexplored, she clung to the reality 
of the human nature of her Lord. . . . For the leaven of 
the Incarnation leavened the whole lump. And in taking 
flesh upon Him and transfiguring it by dying, the Word 
came into new contact, not only with the few in Pales- 
tine whom He _ breathed upon arfd sighed over, and 
healed by the trailing of His garment and the imposition 
of His hand, but with the human body everywhere, and 
its modes of material affection,—sanctifying water to the 
nystical washing away of sin, consecrating bread and 
wine to holier purposes of sustenance, hallowing symbolic 
and ceremonial teaching, deepening the parables of 
nature and the significance of art.” The whole sacra- 
mental system of the catholic Church, viewed as an 
organised kingdom of media, divinely intended to bring 
human souls into vital union with God, finds its sanction 
and explanation in the Incarnation of the Son of God. 

ES dO le Ls 


J. R. Mlingworth, University and Cathedrat Sermons, p. 208. This 
point has been already noticed above, p. 652, 
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He Himself is, in Hooker’s phrase, “ that mean between 
both [God and man] which is both”; in the Church the 
principle of mediation is extended, in wise adaptation 
to the complex needs of human nature; visible human 
persons, things, and ordinances become the channels of 
the Divine goodness ; and so the principle, already clearly 
marked in the Old Testament dispensation, finds a new 
and more complete expression—“ the principle that when 
man is brought near to God it is with the entirety of 
his manhood ; that God is to be glorified alike in the 
body and in the spirit, and that His mercy really is ove: 
all His works.”1 The Incarnation is in fact the crown- 
ing example, or rather the sufficient justification, of the 
Divine use of media. God reveals Himself in it as 
willing to take things common, and to make them instru- 
ments of Divine power; He gives to great spiritual 
energies and gilts a body as it hath pleased Him. 

So, again, the analogy of the Incarnation may be 
extended to the question of the nature and limits of 
- inspiration. What does the fact of the Incarnation a 
priori suggest as to the probable character of Scripture ? 
We shall antecedently expect to find in the records 
of revelation that twofold character which marks the 
revelation of God in human form. Scripture will wear 
a twofold aspect. It will not surprise us if on one side it 
appears “ perfectly human.”? We shall remember that 
in the incarnate Christ there was very much that was 
simple, plain, ordinary. It has been pointed out by 
Bishop Milman*® that the great trial for our Lord’s 
contemporaries—the trial under which the average 
Jewish faith actually broke down—was the simplicity 
and the ordinariness of His outward appearance. Js not 


1 Dean Paget in Lua Mundi, p. 414. 
? Robertson Smith, Tha 0.7. in the Jewish Church, p. 18, 
3 The Love of the Atonement, cc, vii, and viii, 
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this, men asked, the carpenter's son, the brother of James 
and Joses and Juda and Simon? and are not his sisters here 
with us? And they were offended at Him. Now similarly 
Scripture is found to have a literary history, exceptional 
indeed, but not to all appearance entirely mysterious or 
inexplicable. In proportion as our literary and critical 
knowledge becomes enlarged, we come to feel that in its 
letter, in its outward aspect, Scripture appears, so to 
speak, more and more completely human. It displays to 
a large extent traces of human workmanship analogous 
to those which we find in other literature. It seems in 
considerable portions to embody a collection of frag- 
mentary materials gathered together, none can say with 
certainty how, when, or by whom; and so far it appears 
to be parallel in construction to other great products of 
national genius. There is always danger however, lest 
this ordinariness of external aspect should make men 
practically blind to the higher claims and proper use of 
Scripture. Our Lord did not at first sight bear any 
mark or quality to distinguish Him from others, except 
His transcendent holiness, and: the tone of moral 
authority with which He taught. Something of the 
same kind attracts our attention in Scripture. Here, 
also, under a humble exterior is concealed a special 
presence of God; here, as in the Incarnation, is the 
self-unveiling of a Divine Spirit, the operation of Divine 
power, the manifestation and the appeal of Divine love. 
These are great realities of the spiritual world, which 
remind us that the true function of Scripture transcends 
the range of critical investigation. The appeal of spirit 
is to spirit ; the appeal of power to the sense of depend- 
ence and moral need; the appeal of love to the faculties 
of heart and will, And inasmuch as Holy Scripture 
bears the very title, Word of God, which it ascribes to 
18, Mk. vi. 3, 
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the Divine Son, no supposed thoroughness of scientific 
knowledge can justify the shallow conclusion that the 
Bible, as a complete product, is evacuated of mystery. 
Inspiration, like the fact of the Incarnation, implies the 
unsearchable operation, the continuous control, and the 
overruling guidance of the Holy Spirit of God; and 
where He deigns to act or move, there is and must be an 
element of unfathomable mystery. 

In such instances as these we are justified in using 
_ the analogy of the Incarnation to throw light on other 
verities of Christian belief, and to illustrate their essential 
coherence with the general body of truth to which they 
belong. We may now return to the passage of S. John 
in order to notice one more point of His teaching. He 
proceeds to declare the ulterior purpose of God’s love 
in giving His Son, namely, that whosoever believeth in 
Him should not perish, but have everlasting life. 

Here we are reminded of that mystery which, as was 
once said by Dr. Newman, might well make us laugh 
-with amazement and wonder—the mystery of God’s 
personal care for individual souls.2_ Love not only has 
comprehensive and far-reaching purposes; it not only 
deals with the natural order on a large scale; it seeks 
the perfection of details; it sees the relation of part— 
even the least part—to the well-being of the whole; it 
gathers up fragments that nothing may be lost; it puts 
each single portion of the whole to its appropriate use. 
And it is important to remember that it was apparently 
a leading purpose of the Incarnation to bring home to 
us the value of the single soul—of the personal life—in 
God’s sight. A considerable part of our Lord’s ministry 
was devoted to personal interviews. He spends a day 

1§. Jo. ili, 8. 

2 See Newman, Paroch. Sern. vol, iii. no. 9; Church, Pascal and other 
Sermons, no. xix. 
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with two inquirers; He devotes a night to Nicodemus ; 
He concentrates Himself on the spiritual needs of the 
Samaritan woman; He watches Nathanael under the fig-. 
tree; He loves Mary, and Martha, and Lazarus; He 
commends the devotion of the woman that was a sinner ; 
He points to the example of the poor widow casting her 
mites into the treasury ; He notices and rewards the zeal 
of Zaccheus; His ear is open, His response immediate, 
to the prayer of the dying thief. Mary Magdalene is 
blessed with the vision of the risen One, and named by 
her name: Jesus saith unto her, Maury. And this dis- 
criminating tenderness and care seems to be reflected in 
the system of the Church. For in the first place, the 
Church adapts her discipline to individual cases. Personal 
dealing is a necessary part of her method. She recognises 
and delights in the diversity of the souls under her care. 
It is her aim to develop and train individuality; and she 
provides remedies for each spiritual disorder, guidance for 
every type of character, every variety of temperament ; 
she educates personality without repressing or stiffening 
or crushing it. The Christian Church is no hothouse, 
but a garden of God, where the trees are of His planting, 
and each must be tended according to its need and 
peculiar capacity. The Church is the home of indi- 
viduality, where each may feel himself cared for, and 
none may be unregarded or forgotten; and whether one 
member suffer all the members suffer with it, or one be 
honoured, all the members rejoice with it. And secondly, 
the Church aims at keeping each soul in conscious 
relation to God. The means of grace provided by 
Divine bounty are not obstacles between the soul and 
God, but His own appointed media of union and recon- 
cilement. The personal communion of the soul with 
God, the right jealousy of personal access to the Father 
of spirits in Jesus Christ—these privileges are secured 
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and guaranteed by life in God’s Church. Thus then in the 
pastoral system of the Church we see the action of love 
reflected and embodied; men are called one by one, one 
by one taken into the arms of God, one by one ab- 
solved, one by one fed with the Bread of eternal life, 
one by one warned, chastened, guided with wise care, and 
with far-seeing providence. For love has its purposes, 
its hopes, for the unregarded units of the crowd. It 
makes its appeal, it offers its gifts in ways and on 
occasions that we know not of; it has its own times of 
discipline, its own ways of winning or leading human souls. 
To each it may whisper in the moment of its conscious 
loneliness, J will not leave thee until I have done that 
which I have spoken to thee of. Each may say with 
S. Paul, He loved me, and gave Himself for. me. 

The love of God for the world, the self-sacrifice of 
love, the discriminating care of love—these are the 
three mysteries which 8. John describes with such 
simplicity. 

The intellectual apprehension of a great doctrine like 
that of the Incarnation has its fascination for the mind, 
but it needs to be supplemented by the insight which 
only love can give. For one thing which we seem to 
learn from the study of Christian doctrine is the danger 
of prejudice, ze. a fixed preconception as to the way in 
which God will act. We have an instance of prejudice 
overcome in Nathanael. He asked, Can any good thing 
come out of Nazareth? and the answer which he needed, 
and which Philip gave him was, Come and see. Nathan- 
ael comes into the presence of Jesus, and there he learns 
more perfectly to understand the range and methods of 
the Divine providence. He found that Jesus already knew 
him ; knew his character, his antecedents, his capacities ; 
and actual contact with Jesus dispelled his prejudice. 
The want of openness of mind has its obvious perils 
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in regard to all kinds of new knowledge, but especially 
in the study of religious truth. It cannot be safely 
forgotten by those who study theology as a science; 
who are familiar with its history and terminology. Such 
persons do well occasionally to translate theological 
truths, as S. John does in this passage, into the language 
of simple relationships and familiar experiences. To 
do so guards a student from hardness, from unreality, 
from crude dogmatism, from want of sympathy. God 
loved the world ; and we are to measure the self-revelation 
and self-abasement of love, not by any mere standard of 
intellectual completeness, nor by the measuring line of 
average human character or of reason isolated from 
character. We have to ask ourselves—and it is not 
everyone who can safely attempt to answer the question 
—what is probable, what is consistent, what is worthy 
of that which is called love? If love be that which 
attempts the seemingly impossible, which is ever breaking 
down insurmountable barriers, which is ever giving to 
colder natures food for wonderment and even for ridicule, 
which is persistently and almost perversely hopeful, which 
has no fears of being misunderstood, no arbitrary limit in 
condescension ; which transfigures everything it touches, 
which clings and forsakes not, making all things possible. 
and all things perfect,—it is clear that there is a force 
at work in the world which defies the kind of measure- 
ments by which religion is often tried and rejected as 
wanting ; a force the action and method of which will 
only be intelligible to that which is akin to itself. 
Students of theology do well to face the private 
and personal bearing of what they read or learn from 
other men. “We may overlook and cloud the fact 
of the Incarnation with subordinate doctrines, with the 
theories and traditions of men, with a disproportionate 
mass of guesses on what it is not given us to know, of 
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subtleties and reasonings in the sphere of human philo- 
sophy ; we may recoil from it and put it from us, as 
something which oppresses our imagination and con- 
founds our reason; but we may be sure that on the 
place which we really give it in our mind and heart 
depends the whole character of our Christianity, depends 
what the gospel of Christ means to us.” } 

Si quis se existimat scire aliquid, nondum cognovit que- 
madmodum oporteat eum scire. Si quis autem diligit 
Deum, hie cognitus est ab eo2 


1 Church, Pascal and other Sermons, p. 182, 
2Connyiil, 2,3) 
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Nove A.—Images of the yévv yous 


The illustrations most familiar are: Root and Plani — 
Fountain and Stream—Sun and Ray.4 

Ath. Orat. c. Ar. ii. 33 is valuable as showing the use made of 
the last illustration ($s kai drat-yacpa). 

The drav-yacpo— 

(1) is “proper” to the light (i8vov). © Cp. iii. 3, 4. 

(2) does not divide or diminish the oécéa of the sun. 

(3) is in itself whole and complete (6Ad«Anpov Kal téXevov). 

(4) is truly derived—is 76 é airod, yevynua ddnOwov e€ adrod. 

_ Cp. iv. 10. 

(5) is independent of will. Cp. iii. 66. 

(6) is contemporaneous with its cause. Greg. Naz., Orat. 
xxix. 3, points out that the Son and Spirit are ot« dvapya 7G 
airty; yet not every airov is prior to its effects (ode yap tod 
poros Hdw0s). The Son and Spirit are therefore dvapya 73 ypdve. 

An old writer (? Zeno of Verona ; see Dorner, div. i. vol. ii. 187) 
uses the images of two seas connected by a strait, each being 
distinct yet inseparably connected with the other, while per- 
petual interchange of waters is going on. 


Nore B.—The Principles of Conciliar Authority 


In conciliar action the Church confronts heresy by an explicit 
judgment, by a declaration of her true belief. 
1. The nature of a conciliar judgment. 


1 Est namque ita eterna ac sempiterna generatio sicut splendor generatur 
ex luce. Orig, de Princ. bk. i. 2, § 4. 
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(a) The Church proclaims nonew truth. She is the guardian 
of a tradition. Bishops attend as representing their churches ; 
as competent witnesses of what is held and believed. They are 
“the rulers of the Christian people who received as a legacy 
the deposit of doctrine from the apostles, and by means of it, 
as need arose, exercised their office of teaching. Each bishop 
was in his own place the doctor ecclesiz for his people” (Ath. 
Tr. ii. 82). Cp. Harnack, Grundriss der Dogm. § 31 (p. 153). 

A conciliar decree is, in fact, a declaration in writing of what 
has ever been held, and taught orally or implicitly, in the 
Church. Thus Athanasius strenuously resists Arianism as a 
“ novelty,” an innovation (76 pn éx marépwv GANG viv epevpeber. 
Orat. i. § 8. Cp. de syn. § 47; Ath. Tr. i. 73-77). It is im- 
portant to observe that in her councils the Church does not 
lay down new truth, but only declares her true meaning. She 
excludes false interpretations and forms of thought. She does 
not say “Yes” to fresh truths, but says “No” to novelties. 
When Arius appears on the scene with negations and limita- 
tions, circumscribing the area of truth, the Church by saying 
“No” to Arianism “guards the latitude of truth.” See Mac- 
Coll, Nicene Creed, pp. 1-6; Lua Mundi, p. 240. 

(b) Consequently the validity of a council depends on the 
adequacy of its testimony to the true belief of the Church. 
Vine. Lir. Comm. xxx. adduces the council of Ephesus as an 
illustration. Its object was to find out from magistri probabiles 
(ice. from the testimony of bishops and authoritative patristic 
writings) what was actually the catholic belief as to the person 
of Christ. The council proceeded by eliminating all that ap- 
peared to be local or accidental, and so arrived at the consentient 
belief of the Church throughout the world. Indeed, no council 
ever claimed to do more than “give explicit expression to what 
the Church from the beginning had implicitly believed.” 

(c) Further, a conciliar decree or dogma guards and summarises 
the sense of Scripture, for the tradition embodied in dogma is 
Scripture unfolded. Creeds are a breviary of Scripture truths. 
“Scripture being the proof of the creed, and the creed the 
interpretation of Scripture, the harmony of these is the first 
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rule of interpretation” (Manning, Unity of the Church, 
p. 35). Neque illis nova fit revelatio, sed quod in purissimis 
scripture ac traditionis fontibus detegunt, hoc Jidelibus pro- 
ponunt, etc. (Hooke quoted by Palmer, Treatise on the Church, 
ii, 138, note). The same principle is pointed out in such 
passages as Hippol. c. Woet. iii. iv. ix.; Ath. ¢. Gent. 1; Orat. 
c. Arian, i. 9; Leo, ad Flav. 1. Cp. Ath. Tr. i. 69, 140; 
Illingworth, Bampton Lectures, i. pp. 10-12. 

(d) The strength of dogma lies in its being a balanced state- 
ment. The Church endeavours to guard different aspects of a 
complex truth ; to do justice to both sides of the antithesis in- 
volved in such a fact as the Incarnation.! This is admirably 
explained by Novatian, de Trin. xi. On the other hand, some 
writers, ¢.g. Dr. Hatch, in his Hibbert Lectures, overstate the | 
Church’s insistance on logical precision in her definitions. The 
real truth is that ecclesiastical dogmas present complementary 
aspects of truth, rather than suggest the mode of synthesis. 
It was the opponents of the Church’s faith who insisted on 
logic, and ‘applied the processes of rigid dialectic to Divine 
mysteries, . 

_ Cp. Mozley on Development, quoted by Gore, R. C. Claims, 

pp. 2£.; Wilberforce, Incarn. p. 109. 

2. The conditions of an ecclesiastical judgment. 

(a) Sufficient authority. A single Church or individual 
teacher may put forth an opinion (e.g. the African Church on 
heretical baptism), but such an opinion cannot bind the Church 
if it is at variance with her creed. “Our rule should be, 
cum ecclesia doctores recipere, non cum doctoribus ecclesiw 
Jidem deserere,” says Vincent (Common. xxviii.) No single 
Church can speak in the name of the universal Church, Cp. 
Athi, Trot. p. 16: 

(0) Universal acceptance. The test of a dogma being true is 


1 The true doctrine of the Trinity is, in fact, a mediating statement. 
Greg. Nyss. says: 61a wéoov rv Sto brodhpewv xwpelv Thy adHOeav éxarépay 
Te Tav aipésewy Kabaipodoay, kal ab’ éxarépas mapadexoudryy 7d xphotuor. 
Orat. Catech. c. 3. So Bern. tract. de err. Abel. 8.7: Novit pietas fidei 
« + » medium tenens iter, regia incedere via. 
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its subsequent reception by the Church. ‘“(Ecumenical” as 
applied to a council means “lawfully called, truly representative, 
approved and received by the Church.” A conciliar decree is 
only “endorsed through cecumenical acceptance.” 

See, generally, Palmer, Treatise on the Church, pt. iv. chap. 
iii.; Bp. Forbes on Art. 21; Gore, R. C. Claims, chap. iil; 
Moberly in Lua Mundt, ess. vi. 


Nore C.—The Christian Fact as guarded by the Definitions 
of the Church 


The following passage from Mr. Balfour’s Foundations of 
Belief is of great interest in this connection :— 

‘“‘ Whatever opinion the reader may entertain of the decisions 
at which the Church arrived on the doctrine of the Trinity, it 
is at least clear that they were not in the nature of explanations. 
They were, in fact, precisely the reverse. They were the 
negation of explanations. The various heresies which it com- 
bated were, broadly speaking, all endeavours to bring the 
mystery, so far as possible, into harmony with contemporary 
speculations, Gnostic, Neo-Platonic, or Rationalising ; to relieve 
it from this or that difficulty ; in short, to do something towards 
‘explaining’ it: The Church held that all such explanations, 
or partial explanations, inflicted irremediable impoverishment 
on the idea of the Godhead which was essentially involved in 
the Christian revelation. They insisted on preserving that idea 
in all its inexplicable fulness; and so it has come about that 
while such simplifications as those of the Arians, for example, 
are so alien and impossible to modern modes of thought that, 
if they had been incorporated with Christianity, they must 
have destroyed it, the doctrine of Christ’s Divinity still gives 
reality and life to the worship of millions of pious souls, who 
are wholly ignorant both of the controversy to which they owe 
its preservation, and of the technicalities which its discussion 
has involved” (p. 279). 
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182, 394, 418, 479, 537. 
Hebrews, Epistle to, 9, 121 f. 
idea of sonship in, 128. 
on salvation, 129. 
Christology of, 121 f. 
general teaching of, 147. 
on high-priesthood of Christ, 
648 f. 


Hegesippus, 208. 
Henoticon, the, 434. 
Heraclius, Emperor, 447 f. 
Hermas, Shepherd of, 158. 
Hesychastic controversy, 470. 
Hieracas, 279. 
High-priesthood, Christ’s, 643 f. 
idea of, in Hebrews, 123. 
in Clement of Alexandria, 204. 
Hilary, 337, 342, 353. 
his de Synodis, 337. 
on the soul of Christ, 382 f. 
on the Incarnation, 384 f. 
on the Kenosis, 607. 
Hippocrates, 496, 
Hippolytus, 207. 
Christology, 269 f. 
Holland, H. S., quoted, 83. 
Hoty Spirit, the, in Justin Martyr, 
199, 


in Ireneus, 217. 
work of, 650 f. 
in the sacraments, 652. 
Homean Arians, 333, 335. 
Homoousion, used by Paul of Samo- 
sata, 231, 237. 
history and rejection at Antioch 
(269), 247, 276, 288, 288f., 
318. 
defence of the term, 315 f. 
objections to, the term, 323, 327. 
condemned by semi-Arians, 326. 
subscription to, 341, 
basis of Cappadocian termin- 
ology, 362. 
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Honorius 1., Pope, 448. 
condemned, 449. 
on Christ’s will, 452. 
Honorius 111., Pope, 492. 
Hooker, R., on the Incarnation, 
553-561. 
on Christ’s omnipresence as 
man, 558. 
quoted, 443, 455. 
Hormisdas, Pope, 438. 
Hort, F. J. A., quoted, 92. 
Hosius, bishop of Cordova, 316, 
332, 340. 
Hugh of S. Victor, 495, 503. 
on redemption, 516 f. 
on the Incarnation, 523. 
on Christ's human knowledge, 
530. 
Hutton, R. H., quoted, 31. 
Huxley, T., quoted, 17. 
Hymns, Christian, 149. 


Ipas of Edessa, 418, 437. 
Ignatius, 20. 
his Christology, 161 f. ¥ 
his use of the term Logos, 162. 
on the Church and Episcopacy, 
163 - 


mysticism of, 164. 
Illingworth, J. R., quoted, 10, 18, 
22, 32, 585, 594, 595, 664. 
Image of God (Christ), 96, 108. 
Image of God, in man, 40. 
Images of the Trinity, 291. 
Immanence, the Divine, doctrine in 
the O.T., 41f. 
Incarnation, the, its essence, 
method, and purpose, 3 f. 
the climax of history, 7 f. 
in relation to creation, 11 f. 
evidence of, 19, 29 f. 
a revelation of God, 22 f. 
a means of restoration, 19 f. 
denied by Gnosties, 177. 
cosmic significance of, 110, 115. 
Thomist view of, 350. 
independent of the Fall, 521 f. 
terminology, 586 f. 
in the Athanasian Creed, 598. 
de Incarnatione of Athanasius, 
846f., 358f. 
Innocent t11., Pope, 495. 
Ireneeus, 184, 207 f., 525. 
Christology, ete,, 211 f, 
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Trenzus, influence, 218. 
on Scripture, 293. 
on redemption, 503, 647. 


quoted, 41, 150, 526, 602, 653. | 


Isaiah, 52. 
doctrine of the ‘‘Servant,” 73. 


JACOBITES, Syrian, 438. 

JAHVEH, the name, 43. 

James, S., Christology, ete., &sf., 
147. 


Jesuit writers, 538. 

Jewish influence, 308 f. 

Jews, preaching to, 85. 

- Job, Book of, 39. 

Johannine type of theology, 358. 

John, S., teaching of his ‘‘prologue,” 
4f, 


Messianic ideas, 141. 
theology, 129 f. 
doctrine of the Logos, 139 f. 
compared with S. Paul, 130. 
his Epistles, 134 f. 
his Gospel, 136 f. 
view of Christ’s miracles, 142. 
theological influence, 147. 

John 11., Pope, 438. 

John tv., Pope, 448. 

John of Antioch, 397, 409, 425. 

- John Ascusnages, 439. 

_Jobn of Cornwall, 521. 

John Damascene, Christology, 458 f. 
on Christ’s will, 465. 
on soul of Christ, 382 note. 
on redemption, 507 f., 647. 
quoted, 18, 577. 

John Maxentius, 438. 

John Philoponus, 439. 

Joshua, 56. 

Judaistic Christianity, 167 f. 

Jude, S., Christology of, 94. 

Julian, Emperor, 340. 

Julian of Halicarnassus, 440. 

Julianists, the, 442. 

Julius, bishop of Rome, 326, 329. 

Justin, Emperor, 436. 

Justin Martyr, 194, 350. 
Christology and Logos-doctrine, 

195f. 
Justinian, Emperor, 436 f. 


Kempis, Thomas 4, 500 note. 
Kenosis, the, doctrine of, 605 f. 
Hilary on, 607, 
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Kenosis, nature of, 610f. » 
Kenotiker, 549, 608. 
Kryptiker, 550, 608. 


LACTANTIUS, 237. 
& Lapide. See Cornelius. 
Lateran, Synod of (1179), 521. 
Latin theology, 184. 
‘‘Tatrocinium, the,” 418. 
Law, the Jewish, 9. 
Leo, Emperor, 434. 
Leo the Great, 418, 421. 
his ‘‘tome,” 263, 272, 419, 
421f., 484. 

Christology, 422 f. 

on the Kenosis, 423, 

quoted, 650. 

Leontius of Antioch, 326. ” 
Leontius of Byzantium, 436, 459. 

. Christology, 443 f. 
Leporius, 394. 
Liberius, 340, 342. 
Liddon, H. P., quoted, 31, 71, 644. 
Lightfoot, Bishop, quoted, 319. 
Liturgies, Christian, 149. 
Logos, the, His work in creation, 5. 

relation to men, 5. 

“sporadic,” 197 f. 

doctrine of, in Philo, 44 f. 

in 8. James, 90. 

in S. Peter, 93. 

in S. John, 46, 139 f. 

- in Ignatius, 162. 
_ in Justin Martyr, 196 f. 
_. inClem. Alex., 202 f. 
- in Ireneus, 211. 
- in Origen, 249 f. 
- in Tertullian, 257 f. 
Lombard, Peter, 495, 501, 502. 

on redemption, 516. 

‘¢ Nihilianism” of, 520. 

Lucian of Antioch, 232, 300. » 
Lucifer of Cagliari, 341. 
Lulli, Raymund, 499. 
Luthardt, quoted, 7, 26, 71, 76. 
Luther, 537. 

Christology, 545 f. 


Macarius of Antioch, 450, 
Macedonians, the, 342. 
Macedonius (1), 340, 341. 
Macedonius (2), 435 f. 

Mal akh, the, in O.T., 42, 
Malchion, 280, 
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Man, doctrine of, in O.T., 40. 

Marcellus of Ancyra, 327 f. 
deposition of, 329 note, 331. 
acquitted at Sardica, 333. 

Marcian, Emperor, 418. 

Marcion, 175, 176, 179 f. 
Christology of, 180, 261. 

Maris, 437. 

Mark of Arethusa, 334 f. 

Maronites, 450. 

Marsilius Ficinus, 494 note. 

Martin 1., Pope, 449. 

Martineau, quoted, 69, 106, 137. 

Matter, dignity of, 266. 

Maximus, 448 f. 
on Christ’s human will, 454. 
mystical theology of, 468 f. 

Melancthon, 525 note, 547. 

Melchizedek, 124, 644. 

Melchizedekians, 229 note. 

Meletians, 341. 

Meletius, 342. 

Melito, 164. 

Memnon of Ephesus, 397. 

Memra, the, 139. 

Messiah, O.T. doctrine of, 48 f. 
in apocalyptic books, 59. 
twofold conception of, 55. 
the Son of man, 72. 

Methodius, 279. 

Micah, 52. 

Milligan, quoted, 13, 99. 

Miracles of Christ, 77 f. 
their character, 78. 
evidential value of, 80 f. 
symbolic meaning of, 81. 

Moberly, R. C., quoted, 28. 

“¢ Modalism,” 226 f. 

Monarchia, the, 259, 355. 

Monarchian heresy, 226 f. 

Monophysitism, 433 f. 
causes of its persistence, 433. 

Monothelitism, 447 f. 

Moore, A. L., quoted, 18. 

Moorish schools, 496. 

Mysticism in sixteenth and seven- 

teenth centuries, 538 note. 


Name of God, triple, 44. 
Nature, preparation for Christ in, 


12g 
its witness to God, 24 f. 
“Nature” (vous), meaning in 


theology, 591 f, 
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Nazarenes, 167 f. 
Neander, quoted, 184. 
Nectarius, 342. 
Neoplatonism, its influence in the 
Church, 526. 
Nestorian Church, 400. 
Nestorianism, 232, 392 f. 
Nestorius, 345, 380. 
Christology of, 390f., 398. 
subsequent history, 399. 
letters to, by Cyril, 409 f., 425. 
Newman, J. H., quoted, 5, 28, 225, 
415, 590. 
Newman Smyth, quoted, 13, 67. 
Nicza, Council of, 3138 f. 
creed of, 315. 
Nicene doctrine, anticipations of, 
290. 
Nicetas of Chone, 467. 
Nicolaitaines, 178. 
Nicolas of Methone, 467. 
Nihilianism, 520. 
Noetus, 233. 
Nominalism, 495, 499. 
Novatian, 230. ’ 
Christology of, 267 f., 289. 
quoted, 395. 


Occam, William of, 499. 
Old Testament, the, Gnostic view 
of, 177. 
Marcion on, 180. 
witness of O.T. to Christ, 39 f. 
Oriental religions, 9. 
Origen, 238 f., 289, 306. 
doctrine of God, 240. 
Logos-doctrine, 241. 
subordinatianism of, 244 f. 
on ‘‘eternal generation,” 288, 
on redemption, 251, 504. 
on Christ’s human knowledge, 
621. 
quoted, 173, 621. 
Origenist Christology, 323; 326, 
330, 332. 
Origenistic disputes, 436, 
Origenists, 278. 
Osiander, 525 note. 





PAMPHILUS, 279, 289, 

Pantheism in the Middle Ages, 497. 
Paradise, 642. 

| Paris, University of, 492. 
Paschasius Radbertus, 481, 
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Patriarchs, testaments of Twelve, 
1 


Patripassianism, 227, 234. 
Paul, S., portrait of Christ in his 
Epistles, 33. 
to Jews, 86. 
his preaching to Gentiles, 87. 
his Christology, 94, 147. 
implicit teaching, 95 f. 
explicit teaching, 102 f. 
Paul of Samosata, 230 f., 280, 289 f., 
300 


Paulicians, the, 467. 
_ Paulinus, 341. 
Pearson, quoted, 582f., 638, 641. 
Pelagianism, its connection with 
Nestorianism, 393. 
‘* People of God, the,” 54. 
“* Person,” the term, 254f., 572f. 
Persona, 578. 
Personality, human, in Christ con- 
sumed or destroyed, 480. 
Petavius, on the Ante - Nicene 
writers, 285. 
on Anselm, 513. 
Peter, S., Christology of, 
Epistle, 91. 
second Epistle, 93 note. 
Peter of Alexandria, 279. 
“Peter Fullo, 434, 438. 
Peter Mongus, 435. 
Pfleiderer, 95. 
quoted, 12, 15, 46. 
Phantasiaste, 441. 
Philippopolis, 332. 
Philo, 109, 139, 204, 239. 
his doctrine of the Logos, 44 f. 
Philosophy, Greek, a preparation 
for Christ, 8. 
Photinus of Sirmium, 329, 331. 
Phthartolatre, 440. 
Picus of Mirandola, 494. 
Pierius, 278. 
Pisa, Council of, 500. 
Platonism, of the apologists, 189. 
and the Church, 229, 493. 
Platonistic idea of God, 191, 240. 
Pliny, epistle to Trajan, 149. 
‘¢Pneumatic” Christology, 96, 157 


first 


note. 
Polycarp, epistle of, 165. 
Post-Nicene period, 323 f, 
parties during, 326 f. 
Praxeas, 233. 
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Pre-existence, 104 note. 

Pressensé, de, quoted, 8, 66. 

Priscillianism, 478. 

Proclus, 450, 467. 

Prolatio, 212, 242, 256. 

Prophecy, figurative, 50. 
limitations of, 53, 55. 
argument from, 57, 86. 
different periods of, 51 f. 
reference to, in Acts, 86. 

Prosper, epigram of, 394 note. 

Proterius, 434. 

Pulcheria, 418. - 

Pyrrhus of Constantinople, 453. 


Racovian Catechism, the, 543. 
Raimund of Sabunde, 500. 
Ratisbon, Synod of (792), 478. 
Recapitulatio, doctrine of the, 215, 
219 f. 

Re-creation, doctrine of, 649 f. 
Redemption, 503 f. 

Ireneeus on, 216. 

Origen on, 251. 

Athanasius on, 349 f. 

Anselm on, 508 f. 

See Atonement. 
Reformation, the, 537 f. 
‘‘Reformed,” the, Christology of, 


548, 
‘‘Remnant,” the, 54 f. 
Renan, E., quoted, 76. 
“Reserve,” 811. 
Restoration of man by Christ, 20 f. 
Resurrection, the, of Christ, 30, 
82f., 102, 644 note. 
Revelation, nature of its appeal, 27. 
Richard of 8S. Victor, 495, 522. 
on Christ’s human knowledge, 
530. 
quoted, 406 note. 
Riehm, quoted, 57. 
Romans, S. Paul’s Epistle to the, 
113 f. 
Rome, centre of orthodoxy, 326. 
Roscellin, 495. 
“Rule of faith,” the, 208. 
Rupert of Deutz, 502. 
Christology of, 523, 
Ruysbroek, 500 note. 


SABELLIANISM, 274. 


| Sabellius, 235. 


Sacramental principle, the, 652. 
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Sacraments, the, in Ignatius, 163. 

Sacrifices, ancient, fulfilled in 
Christ, 633. 


Sardica, Council of (348), 332. 

Satan, the ransom to, 504f. 

“Satisfaction,” idea of, 505 note. 

in Tertullian, 266. 

Saturninus, 175. 

Schism between EH. and W. (484- 
519), 435. 

Scholasticism, 494 f. 

Scotists, 498 f. 

Scripture, Ante-Nicene writers on, 
293 


“Second Adam,” the, 115, 650. 
Semi-Ariaws, the, 335 f. 
Septuagint, the, 60. 
Sergius of Constantinople, 447, 449. 
‘¢Servant of Jehovah,” the, 54 f. 
Servetus, M., his system, 539 f. 
Severus, 435f., 439. 
Sinlessness of Christ, 
613. 
Socinus, Leelius, 541. 
Faustus, 541. 
his system, 542 f. 
Socrates, on Nestorius, 398 note. 
Solomon, Psalms of, 61. 
‘*Son of David,” the, 74. 
**Son of God,” the, 75. 
“*Son of Man,” the, 71 f. 
in Jewish prophecy, 56, 72 f. 
Sonship, doctrine of Christ’s, 262, 
354, 


69, 100, 


of Christians, 111. 
Sophronius, 448. 
Soul, human, in Christ, 372, 381 f. 
Sozomen, quoted, 312. 
Spain, Church of, 472. 
Spirit oF Gop, doctrine of, in the 

O.T., 44. 

in Justin Martyr, 199. 

in Ireneus, 217. 

in re-creation, 650 f. 
Status exinanitionis, the, 608 f. 
Stephen Barsudaili, 441. 
Stephen Niobes, 441 note. 
Stoicism, in the apologists, 190. 

of Tertullian, 254, 264. 
Strong, T. B., quoted, 16. 
Suabian view of Christ’s human 

nature, 550. 

Subordinatianism, 286, 579 f. 
Substantia, 256, 578. 
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Sufferings of Christ, their nature, 
640 


Sunday, institution of, 150. 

‘Supernatural,’ meaning of the 
word, 17. 

Suso, 500 note. 

Swete, quoted, 584. 

Syrian Guostics, 175. 


Tareums, the, 60, 189, 
Tatian, 177. 
quoted, 189. 
Tauler, 500 note. 
Temple, worship of the, 57. 
Temple, Abp., quoted, 79. 
Tertullian, 185, 190, 207, 243. 
Christology of, 254 f., 285, 289, 
422. 
phraseology, 505 note, 578 f. 
quoted, 41, 87, 150, 181, 189, 
381. 
‘*Theandric operation,’’ 462. 
Themistius, 440. 
Theodora, 436. 
Theodore, bishop of Rome, 448% 
Theodore Ascidas, 437. 
Theodore of Mopsuestia, 388. 
on Incarnation, 389 f. 
condemned, 437. 
Theodore of Pharan, 452. 
Theodoret, 397, 399. 
on Christ's knowledge, 406 
note. 
deposed, 418. 
Theodosius, Emperor, 342, 418. 
Theodotians, 228, 
Theodotus, 228. 
Theognostus, 278. 
Theopaschite language, 285. 
Theopaschitism, 438. 
Theophanies of the O.T., the, Justin 
Martyr on, 197. 
Augustine on, 42f. 
Theophylact, 467. 
Theotokos, 390, 391, 394 f.,, 404, 
411, 462. 
Thessalonians, Epistle to the, 113. 
Thomists, 498 f. 
Timothy Alurus,. 434. 
Toledo, Council of (675), 472. 
Tours, Synod of (1163), 521. 
Tradition, the, 148. note, 207 f., 
313, 360. 
Transubstantiation, 481 note. 
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Trench, Archbishop, quoted, 19. 
Trent, Council of, 538. 
Trinity, doctrine of, 565 f. 

in Tertullian, 259 f. 

images of, 291. 

in Scripture, 566 f. 

ecclesiastical, 567. 

terminology, 571f. 

in the Athanasian Creed, 597. 
Trishagion, the, 436, 438 f. 
Tiibingen theologians, 549 f. 
Typos, the, 448. 


Usiquity of Christ’s human nature, 
: 547f. 
Ursacius, 327. 


VALENS, Bishop, 327, 340. 

Valens, Emperor, 342. 

Valentinus, 176, 250, 265. 

Via media in doctrine, the, 323, 
423. 

Victor, S., monastery of, 495, 
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Victor, bishop of Rome, 228. 
Vigilius, Pope, 437. 
Vitalian, Pope, 449. 


Watrter of S. Victor, 495, 521. 

Waterland, 596f. 

Weiss, quoted, 74, 181. 

Wessell, 524. 

Westcott, Bishop, quoted, 10, 95, 
136, 637, 644. 

Western theology, character of, 184, 
206 f. 


Wilberforce, R., quoted, 652. 
Will, doctrine of Christ’s, 465. 
William of Champeaux, 495. 
Wisdom, doctrine of, in O.T., 44, 
Word, the. See Logos. 


ZENO, Emperor, 39°, 434, 
Zenobia, 230. 
Zephyrinus, 230, 239. 
Zerubbabel, 56. 

Zwingli, 547 £. 
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ayévyros, 201, 583. 

ayévyntov, 76, 359. 

ayévvnros, 162 note, 302,579,584 note. 
dyvowrau, 440. 

adiatpérws, 456. 

axrioTnra, 441. 

aNrdolwors, 548 note. 

dpeplotws, 456. 
dvaxepadatwous, 111, 219 f. 
dvOpwiros kupiaxés, 375. 
avojovov, 835 f., 338 f. 
dvrtdoots idvwpdrwy, 460, 591 f. 
dvutrécratos pious, 444, 459. 
daroN’Tpwors, 101 note, 637. 
dovyxtrws, 426, 428 note. 
drpémtws, 426, 456. 
avreéovotos, 454, 457, 459, 463. 
apbaprodoxjra, 441. 

dxwpic , 426, 456. 


yevnros, 275, 583. 
yévynua, 584. 

yévynows, 286 f., 857, 581 f. 
yevvnros, 583. 

yvepn BovdeuvtiKh, 453. 


elxdy, 108. 

éx Sto dicewy, év S00 piceow, 424, 
426 note. 

évépyera, evépynua, K.T.r., 466. 

évuméararos, 444, 459, 589. 

&wots, 410 f., 587 f. , 

éywors puoixh, 407, 411 note. 

tpwors Kab”? jrbcracw, vroorartKy, 
891, 410, 588. 

&vaots oxeTeKhH, 391. 


tryeuovixdv, 76, 379, 381, 387. 


Oarela, 307. 
44 


Ocavdpixh évépyea, 439, 447, 451 f., 
462, 593. 

OéAntuwa yrwmiKdy, 463, 465. 

Beonoyia, 565. 


idvérns, 363, 366. 

idvdrns xapaxrnplfovoa, 574. 
idvovrédcraros, 445. 
ihacpubs, 637. 


KaTadAay7, 638. 
kévwots, 104. See Kenosis, 
Kriotohdtpat, 441, 


oyorrdrwp, 329. 

Abyos évdidOeros and mpopopixds, 192 
note, 200, 206. 

Avrpoy, 358, 637. 


pla vows, x.7.r. (Cyril), 401, 418 f., 
590 f. 


(Eutyches), 417. 
pla dios ovvOeros, 374. 
povapxta, 225 note, 571. 
Hovopvotrat, 433. 
Hophy Oeotv, 103 note. 


oixetwots, 461. 
olkovopta, 565. 
buorov Kata mévTa, 833 f., 839, 356. 
dmotovovov, Spovos Kar’ ovclay, 836, 
356. 
duoovctov. See Homoousion. 
ovata, 276, 3383, 341, 362. 
history and usage, 574 f., 577 f. 


TEplx wpnots— 
(1) in *‘Theology,” 365, 581. 
(2) in Christology, 460, 591. 
mrarvopos, 236, 328. 
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mvedua, 283. | rplas, 571 note. 
molnua, 275. Tpomos bmdpkews, 368, 565. 
mpoBodh, 212, 242, 258, 283, 

288. bmezovotos, 457. 
mpbowmov, 235 f., 270, 341, 579. vmbaracts, 276, 341, 362, 366. 
mpwrbrokos, 108. history and usage, 576 f. 

brbcracts ToD Adyou, 459. 

odpé, 100 note, 587. vmorayn Taéews, 357, 579, 598. 
ovyKpdaows, 380. 
ovyxvols, 429 note. pavraciacral, 441. 
ovvagera, 390. POaproddrpat, 440. 





cupBeBnkés (of Christ’s manhood), | pices, 456, 591. 
445, gious, 578, 590 f. 
atvberos (of personality), 445. bots To Adyou, 414 f. 
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